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PREFACE. 



An attempt has been made, in the follbwing pages^ to 
investigate the principles of that portion of the law which 
imposes liabilities and confers rights on common carriers. 
The sources from whence the materials for this investiga- 
tion have been derived, are almost exclusively those re- 
ports of adjudged cases which are considered as leading 
authorities, and the treatises of eminent English lawyers. 
But as every species of carrier has been included in this 
inquiry, from the petty owner of a car travelling from 
village to village, to the proprietor of the merchant ship 
trading to this country from distant ports, some allusion to 
the writings of foreign jurists Iras been indispensable. As 
their opinions, however, form no part of the law of England, 
and as they are resorted to for the sole purpose of illus- 
trating certain principles not intelligible to the mere 
English lawyer, recourse has been had to their produc- 
tions, only when the books of reports, and the works of 
our countrymen, have failed to supply the desired infor- 
mation. Upon an attentive perusal of those reports, they 
will be found to contain many sound legal distinctions 
which have never been introduced into any treatise on this 
subject. It has been my endeavour to collect these scat- 
tered fragments of law from the cases in which they have 
lain concealed, and to present them, with such deductions 
as seemed naturally to flow from them, to the cousidera- 
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tion of the profession of which I am a member, and to the 
notice of the public ; in the hope that they may not be 
despised by the one, or useless to the other. 

The division of the subject into Liabilities and Rights 
has been adopted under the conviction that it comprised 
the whole of the law aflPecting common carriers : the liabi- 
lities of any set of persons constituting a part of the rights 
of the rest of the public, which it is able to enforce; and 
the rights of any particular denomination of persons form- 
ing a part of the liabilities of the rest of the community, to 
which it can be compelled to submit. In the First Part of 
this treatise, the liability of the carrier has been considered 
under very varied circumstances, and traced, through every 
stage, from the moment of its commencement by the re- 
ceiving of the goods, to its final extinction by a competent 
delivery. In the Second Part, his rights have been dis- 
cussed in the order in which they would most naturally 
accrue : and those to which he is entitled before the receipt 
of the goods, and during the possession of them, have been 
first examined ; and next, the attention has been directed 
to those that remain to him after parting with that posses- 
sion, either by a delivery to the consignee, or by a neces- 
sary act of jettison. 

If it shall be my good fortune by this discussion to 
remove one single doubt that has hovered over this part 
of the law, it will be ample compensation for my labours ; 
and I trust it will also be considered a sufficient apology 
for presuming to offer the result of those labours to the 
profession and the public. 

G. F. JONES. 
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PART L 

UABILITIES OF COMMON CARRIERS. 

CHAP. I. 

Sect. 1. — Who are Common Carrieri, 

All persons cfurrying goods for hire, as masters and own^ 
ers of ships (a), lightermen, stage-cbachmen, and such 
like, come under the denomination of common carriers, {b) 
With respect to owners of ships, where there is a charter- 
party, by the terms of which the possession of the vessel 
does not pass to the charterer (c),* but continues in the 
owners, the latter are to be deemed the carriers ; but where 
possession is transferred by the charterparty, and the 
charterers (d ) employ their vessel in carrying under bills 
of lading or otherwise, the goods of different merchants, 
^hey resemble the owners of a seeking or genial ship, and 
are considered in law common carriers, {d) 



(a) 4 Com. Dig. tit. Merchant, 
£. 8. Boucher v. Lawson, Rep. 
temp. Mardwicke, p. 86. 

,{b) Bacon's Abr. tit. Carricfrs. 

B 



(c) BohiUnck t. InglU, S E. R. 
S81. Chri8tiey.Lewi8,2B.kB,A}Q. 
SoviUe V. Campion, 2 B. Sc A, 503* 

(d) Abbott on Shipping, p. 19. 



2 LIABILITIES OF 

It is said that the master of a stage coach^ who carries 
only passengers for hire, shall not be liable for their goods 
if they are lost, (a) But if he conveys goods for hire 
as well as passengers, he is a common carrier, and liable 
for them, (a) And though no specific charge be made 
for the goods, yet if he take them as an inducement to 
passengers to travel with him, he is a common carrier of 
them ; for when a passenger goes with him, he does so, 
not only that he, but that his property may be con- 
veyed safe; besides, the custody of the goods may be 
considered as accessary to the principal contract, and the 
money paid for the passage as extending to the care of the 
box or portmanteau (Jb) ; and this is represented by Lord 
Holt (c) as resembling the case of an innkeeper, to whom a 
traveller pays nothing for the security of his goods in the 
inn, but only for his entertainment and lodgings ; and yet 
the reward which he pays for his entertainment and lodg- 
ings entitles him to an action for the loss of his goods. 
And though the owner be on the coach, and have his 
eye on the portmanteau, yet the carrier is not absolved 
from his responsibility, but will be liable if it be 
lost, (d) A person undertaking a public employmeiit is 
obliged to serve the public as far as that employment ex- 
tends (e ) ; therefore a carrier is bound to carry goods 
brought to him for thai purpose, if he has conveniency to 
do so, and is offered his hire ; and an action on the case 
will lie against him for a refusal. (/) But he cannot be 
compelled to take more than his usual weight and numb^ 
of passengers ; and therefc^re^ if a person put a box behind 

(a) Bacon's Abr. tit. Carriers. I (d) Robinson v. Dttnmoref 2 B. 
{b) Sir W. Jones, Law of Bail- ' ^ p. 410. 



meDts,94. 
(c) 12 Mod. 487. 



Lord Ra ym* 654. 
(/) Jackson v. Rogers, 2 Show. 
827. 
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a stage coach alr^dy fuH, and the driver refafie to take 
charge of it, he is not liable if it be lost, (a) Or if a man 
come to lade goods at an unseasonable time, the carrier 
iff not bound to receive titem : so he may refose to admit 
them into his warehouse, before he is ready to take his 
journey, (b) 

The following case upon the si. 3 Car. 1 . c. 1 . '' For the re- 
formation of abuses on the Lord's Day/' lately came under 
the consideration of the Court of King's Bench ; (c) 

A certiorari was applied for, to remove a conviction 
before the justices of the borough of Stamford, under that 
statute. The defendant was the driver of a van travelling 
to and from London and York, and was stopped in Stamford 
whilst on his journey, and convicted as a carrier travelling 
with horses on a Sunday. It was contended that he did 
not come within the terms of the statute, which ought to 
be confined to such conveyances as were in use when the 
act passed ; otherwise not only every stage-coach, but also 
every mail-coach, which carried a parcel, or even a passen- 
ger, upon a Sunday, might be stopped, and the driver 
subjected to a penalty at every place thiough which he 
passed. 

By the Court. — " We decline at present saying any 
thing upon the inconsistency suggested as to either stage 
or mail coaches ; but we are clearly of opinion, that a per- 
son who has the care of a van is a carrier within the terms 
of this act of parliament, which ought to receive a liberal 
construction, being for the better observance of the Lord's 
Day.' 

The conductors of the post-office appear, from the na- 
ture of their employment, to come within the definition of 

(a) Lovett v Hobbs, 2 Show. 12S. | (c) Ex parte MiddUton, ZB.St 
lb) Lord Raym. 652. I C. 164. 

b2 
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common carriers, as it is their province, by means of sub- 
ordinate agents* to deliver letters for a certain reward to be 
therefore paid. And it was the opinion of Powis, J. ^ that 
if such an office had been erected at common law by a 
private man for gain, an action would have lain against 
him for a miscarriage.'' (a) But inasmuch as it is consti- 
tuted by statute, not by the common law (b), and as it 
seems to have been the intent of the act, that the postmas- 
ter-general should not be chargeable as a common ear- 
ner, the express words of the patent being that he should 
not answer for the default of the inferior officers (Jb), it has 
been decided that he is exempt from the extensive risks, to 
which other carriers, in respect of their public employ- 
ment, are exposed, and that he dmves both his rights and 
his liabilities from the advantages conferred by, or the 
precautionary provisions introduced into, the enactments 
which first created the office, subject, of course, to the 
amendments made in after-times by the legislature, (c) 

In examining the various changes under peculiar cir* 
cumstances of the liability of the carrier, it is intended 
to pursue the following order : 

1st, To point out the beginning, extent, and sources of 
it, and to separate (what is often confounded) that portion 
of it which proceeds from the public nature of his employ- 
ment, from that which is the result of the reward he receives. 

2dly, Its limitation by notices and special acceptances. 

3dly, The inefficacy of these notices in cases of mis- 
feasance and negligence on the part of the carrier. 

4thly, How the fraud of the bailor, or a guiltless con- 
cealment of the value of the property entrusted to the car- 
rier, will affect his liability. 



(a) Lane v. Cotton, Lord Raym. 
646. 649. 

(6) Ibid. 650. 



(c) Wkitfi€ld V. Lord Le De- 
tpencer et al, Cowp. 764. 
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Stilly, lis limitation by acts of the legislature. 

Gthly, By whom the action against him may be brought. 

7thlyy How he is affected by the exercise of the right of 
stoppage in transitu. 

, 8thly, The requisites of a competent delivery, by which 
his responsibility is terminated* 



Sect. 2. — The Commencement of the Liability. 

The responsibility of the common carrier begins at the 
time of his acceptance of the goods for the purpose of con- 
veyance. It attaches on the land-carrier the instant they 
are deposited in his warehouse (a), and on masters and 
owners of ships, when they are received by them on the 
quay or beach, or in their boats (b),or delivered to the mate 
of their vessel, (c) But the mere fact of a shipment of 
merchandizes on board a vessel will not make the owners 
liable for a non-delivery, unless it appear that they ac * 
cepted them for the purpose of conveyance ; and such ac- 
ceptance must be averred in the declaration, (d) 

In a late case(e) upon a policy of insurance made ^' upon 
goods lost or not lost at and from London by land-carriage to 
Harwich/' where the goods were lost by the carriers, the 
declaration did not aver that they were loaded at London 
in the waggon or carriage to be conveyed to Harwich, upon 



(a) I WUs. 288. per Lee. 
(6) Abbott on Shipping, 222. 
(c) Cobbtm V. D9ume, S Esp. N. 
P. R. 41. 



(d) Max V. Roberts, 12 £. R. 
89, 94. 

(e) Boehm v. Combe^ 2 M. & ft. 
172^ 
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which it was objected that it did not appear that the jour- 
ney had ever eommenced, and that therefore the loss was 
not within the terms of the policy. But Lord EUenborongh 
said, that the words '' by land-carriage/' meant from the 
time the goods were pat into ihe charge of the carrier. 

There must however be a due delivery of the goods into 
the possession of the carrier, in order to impose on him the 
liabilities incidental to his employment. Where a parcel 
of hops was deposited for a common carrier at the inn- 
yard from whence it was his custom to begin his journey, 
and it was proved that there were many carriers who set 
out from the same place, it was held that this was not 
such a proof of the hops having been placed into the pos- 
session of this particular carrier as would make him respon- 
sible for their value, (a) And even if the goods are actu- 
ally put into his waggon, or barge, this will not charge him, 
where other circumstances exist indicative of an intention 
that they should not be entrusted to his custody. It is the 
usage of the East India Company, on the unshipping of 
their goods, to place an officer, who is called a guardian, in 
the lighter, who, as soon as the lading is taken in, puts 
die Company's lock on the hatches, and goes with the 
goods to see them delivered safe, at the warehouse. If 
part of the goods are lost or damaged in this lighter, it has 
been held that the owner thereof is not liable on his under- 
taking as a common carrier; this precaution on the part of 
the company having divested him of that character. For, 
said the Lord Chief JHistice, *' they placed no trust in him, 
and the goods were not to be considered as ever having 
been in his possession, but in the possession of the com- 
pany's servant, who had hired the lighter to use himself." (6) 



(a) Sokoay ▼. HiMowtty^ I<ord I (6) East India Con^^any v. Pul- 
Raym. 46. | ten, Str. 690. 
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Sect. 3. — The Extent end Source of Liability. 

In G^d^r to understand, perfectly, the extent and source 
of that liability to which common carriers are subject, it 
will be necessary to advert to two sorts of Bailments, and 
to define the quantity of diligence required in each. 

The one of these is the second sort of bailment, in the 
classification adopted by Sir W. Jones, and is called {a) 
Mandatum. It is defined to be (6) a '^ Bailment of goods, 
without reward, to be carried from place to place, or to 
have some act performed about them." The bailee in such a 
case is said to be, either (c) a mandatary to carry, or a man« 
datary to perform a work. The former of these, which is 
the one requisite for my purpose, is responsible only for 
g^oss neglect, or a breach of good faith, (c) And gross 
neglect is defined by the same learned person to be (jd) 
the want of that care, which every man of common 
sense, how inattentive soever, takes of his own property ; 
'* For instance," (e) saith Sir W. Jones, " if Stephen de» 
sire Piiilip to carry a diamond-ring from Bristol, to a 
person in London, and he put it with banh-natef of hi^ 
ovm into a letter-case, out x^f which it is sfole» at an inn, 
or seized by a robber on the road, Philip shall not be 
answe]:able for it, although a very careful, or perhaps 
a comrnoniy prudent man would have kept it in his purse 
at the inn, and have concealed it somewhere in the 
carriage; but, if he were to secrete his own notes with pe- 
culiar vigilance, and either leave the diamond in an open 
room, or wear it on his finger in the chaise, I think he 



(a) Sir W. Jones' Law of Bail- 
ments, p. 36. 
(*) Ibid. IIT. 
(c) Ibid. 120. 



(d) Sir W. Jones' Law of BaU- 
meats, 118. 

(e) Ibid. 62. 
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would be bounds in case of a loss by stealth or robbery, ta 
reistore the value of it to Stephen.'^ 

The other sort of Bailment to which I shall allude, is 
called (a) Locaium, or kiring, which is always for a reward^ 
and it is that branch of it, denominated Locatio operis mer^ 
eifun vekendarum, under which the common earrier's un- 
dertaking is comprised. This species of'baihnent arises 
when goods are bailed for the purpose of conveyance from 
place to place^ either to a public carrier, or to' a private 
person, and it (b) is defined to be a letting out of care and 
pains in canying the things delivered, from one place to 
another, for a stipulated or implied reward. If the goods 
be intrusted to one exercising a public employment, as to 
a common carrier, he is bound (c) to deliver them at all 
events ; and it is the same with a common hoyman, or the 
master of a ship, (d) The law charges this person, whose 
trade it is to carry goods, against all events but the acts of 
God, and of the enemies of the king, {c) If this bail- 
ment be to a private person, {e) though he have a reward 
for his management, yet he is responsible only for ordinary 
neglect ; and of this kind are bailies, factors, and such 
like. And the omission of that care, which every man of 
common prudence, and capable of governing a family, 
takes of his own concerns, constitutes ordinary neglect, (f) 
The liability of the private carrier is derived from his hire, {g) 
That of the mandatary to carry from his (A) undertaking, 
which, being gratuitous, excuses him in the absence of 
gross neglect. The liability of the common carrier, from 



(a) Sir W. Jones on Bailments, I («) Sir W. Jones on Bailments, 
36. 121. 



(6) Ibid. 118. 

(c) Cogga ▼. Barnard, Lord 
Raym. 017, 918. 
(ii)ilfi»rs«v.iSf/iie,l Vent. 190,988. j 



(/) Ibid. 118. 
(g) Ibid. 98. 
(h) Ibid. 62. 
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which he is not abfiolved by the exercise of the ntmoBt ^- 
gence (a), proceeds from two sources (b), his public em- 
ployment^ and his hire. There is no uncertainty in the 
cases on this subject, as to the extent of liabihty incurred 
by the common carrier, but it is not clearly defined what 
portion of it is derived from his public employment, and 
what portion {rom his hire, too great stress being in general 
laid upon the latter, and not sufficient upcm the former, (c) 
There exists, however, a palpable distinction. That re- 
sponsibility which is founded on the reward, is not incurred 
when certain degrees of diligence have been used, whereas 
that which is imposed by the common law, is excused by 
no quantity of diligence; so that it is necessary, by some 
act on the part of the bailor or the carrier, that the latter 
should be suspended during the operation of the former. 
I shall, therefore, first shew the reasons of the law's rigour 
towards carriers ; and next those cases wherein its powers 
have been suspended. 



Sect. 4. — The lAabiHty at Common Law. 



By the law of England, common carriers are made re- 
sponsible for every loss, not occasioned by the enemies of 
the king or by the act of Ood ; that is, by such an act 
as could not happen from the intervention of man, as 
storms, lightnings, and tempests, {d) Subject to these 
two exceptions, they stand in the situation of insurers of 
the goods. In this respect they are distinguishable from 



(a) Dak v. HaU, 1 Wils. 981. 
(6) Lord Raym. 918. 
(c) Sir W. Jones on BailroenU, 
p. lOS. 106. 



(d) Forward ▼. PUtard^ 1 T. R. 
27. SS. 
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private bailees for hire, wko are only liaUe far the cmiaiioB 
of dae diligence, (a) But no portion of this comnion*law 
liability is the prodvee of their pay. If the carrier be 
robbed, though it be by an irresistible mnltitude of people, 
nevertheless he is chargeable (ft), but a robbery is a good 
plea for a factor who is a private bailee for hire, (c ) The 
reward, therefore, is not the foundation for this extensive 
liability of the carrier ; for if it was, the factor would incur 
it too in respect of his hire ; nor does it arise from his le- 
medy over against the hundred {d)^ for it applies to cases 
where there is no such remedy, as to goods stolen out of his 
warehouse, or out of his waggon in the yard ; but in the 
words of Lord Holt, ** it is a politic establishment, con- 
trived by the policy of the law for the safety of all those, 
the Jiecessity of whose affairs obliges them to trust these 
sorts of persons, that they may be safe in their ways of deal^ 
ing; for else these carriers might have an opportunity of 
undoing all persons that had any dealings with them, by 
combining with thieves, and yet doing it in such a clan- 
destine manner as would not be possible to be disco- 
vered/' (e) The same reason is adopted by the civil law 
in this case. (/) And in the words of Sir William Jones, 
*' The public employment, and that distrust which an 
ancient writer justly calls the sinew of wisdom, are the real 
grounds of the law's rigour in making «uch persons respoi^ 
fiible for a loss by robbery." (g) This extensive liability, 
t]iei*efore, is attached to the carrier, in <»der to guard the 
public against secret combinations, pretended robberies, 
and other accid^its which might be feigned, without a 
possibility of remiedy to the party ; which is a temptation to 



(«) Jones on Bailments, p. 121. 
(6) Lord Raym. 918. 

(c) 1 Til St. 89. a. 

(d) Lord Raym. 653. 



(e) Lord Raym. 918. per Holt. 
If) 12 Mod. Rep. 482. per Holt, 
Just. Inst. lib. 4. tit. 5, de lege. 
(g) On Bailments, lOT. 
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which the law will not expose him^ but he must be honest 
at his peril, (a) So that it is clear the hire is in no way what* 
ever instrumental in imposing this charge upon him, for if 
a common carrier^ undertaking to carry goods without re- 
ward, should lose them, he is responsible. (A) * But as the 
suspicion of dishonest combinations and unfair dealings is 
stronger against him, for the hope of plunder might have 
tempted him to act gratuitously, in such a case the rea- 
sons of the law operating more forcibly than when hire is 
received, his liability would at least be co-extensiv^, and 
therefore it is submitted he must make good the loss, un- 
less it was occasioned by the act of God or the enemies of 
the king. This rule of the common law applies with un- 
deviating severity, as well to cases where merchandises 
are only injm*ed, as to those in which there has been a 
total loss, though the reasons of it appear not to be equally 
well founded in each. Therefore, when a carrier was sued (c) 
on account of the damage certain goods had sustained 
while in his possession for the purpose of conveyance, he 
was not permitted even to give evidence of an entire ab- 
sence of all negligence, which must have been because of 
his public employment, for the recompence could only make 
him liable for ordinary neglect (J), as if a bargeman were 
to shoot a bridge when the bent of the weather was tem- 
pestuous, but not for a mere casualty or inevitable acci- 
dent (e), which this might have been had he been allowed 
to prove it. 

Such, then, being the foundation of the common law in 
this case, it will be necessary to show the means resorted 
to by the carrier in order to evade its rigour ; and in so 
doing, that portion of his liability which is the result of the 
reward, will be clearly manifest. 



(a) 18 Mod. Rep. 488. per Holt, 
Jnst. Intt lib. 4. tit. 5. de lege. 
(6) Lord Raym. 909. per Gould, J. 



(c) Dale V. Hall, 1 Wits. 881. 

(d) Sir W. Jones on Bnlments, 107. 

(e) 1 T. R. S4. 



n 
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Sect. 5. — The lAabiUiy remUi$igfrom the Reward. 

A COMMON carrier is distinguishable from a private 
bailee for hire by the public character of his employment, 
and therefore, if he was divested of this, he ought regularly, 
according to the law of bailments, to be responsible only 
for ordinary neglect, in respect of his hire, (a) 

If the situation of the carrier had remained as at the 
common law, and it had not been permitted him to demand 
additional payments for extraordinary risks, this discussion 
would have been unnecessary ; for ordinary diligence would 
have been (6) no protection to one who waff bound to make 
reparation for every loss, unless it proceeded from the act 
of God^ or the king's enemies. In order to restrain this 
extensive liability^ and to procure a remuneration adequate 
to the care necessarily bestowed on the custody of valuable 
property, a practice obtained among particular carriers, of 
giving notice to their customers that they would not be 
accountable for goods or valuables beyond a certain sum, 
unless they were entered according to their worth, and a 
proportionate insurance was effected thereon. These spe- 
cial acceptances are of so early a date, that though they 
are opposed to the policy of the common law, yet time has 
rendered them valid. In the case of Nicholson against 
Willan (c), the judgment of Lord EUenborough fully con- 
firmed their legality ; it is thus reported : — ''Considering the 
length of time during which, and the extent and univer- 
sality in which the practice of making such special ac- 
ceptances of goods for carriage by land and water has 
now prevailed in this kingdom, under the observation and 
with the allowance of courts of justice, and with the 
sanction also and countenance of the' legislature itself. 



(a) Sir W. Jones on Bailmeots, 
108. 



(6) DaU ▼ HaU, 1 WiU. 28L 
(c) 5 £. R. 513. 
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iv)iich is known to hare rejected a bill, brought in for the 
purpose of narrowing the carrier's responsibility in certain 
cases, on the grounds of such a measure being unnecessary, 
inasmuch as carriers were deemed fully competent to limit 
their own responsibility by special Contracts ; considering 
also diat there is no case to be met with in the books, 
in which the right of a carrier thus to limit by special 
contract his own responsibility has ever been by express 
decision denied; we cannot do otherwise than sustain 
such right in the present instance.^' 

It has been many times decided, that if t^ommodities of 
value are entrusted to a carrier for conveyance, who has 
published a notice of this kind, but has received for them 
no more than his ordinary hire, in ignorance of their worth, 
he is still bound to bestow due diligence on those goods, 
and if from the omission of that diligence a loss en* 
sens (a), he must make full compensation. (A) In the case 
of Bodenham and Bennett, Mr. Baron Wood, speaking of 
these notices, said, '' These special CfQditi«n8Finr%re tntro* 
duced for the purpose of protecting ciurriers from extraor- 
dinary events ; but they were not meant to protect them 
from due and ordinary care." But thei^ omission of due and 
ordinary care is ordinary neglect (c), f<}r which it has been 
shewn a bailee for hire is responsibfe, in Respect of his 
reward. Therefore it appears that a c^Burrter/ holding forth 
special conditions which have not be^n complied with in 
the bailment of goods of sufficient wqrih to be subject to 
them, is in the situation, and incurs the Uabilities of a 
private bailee for hire, that is, as if lie were divested of 
his public character; and therefore In the case already 



(a) Beck v Evoim, IS £. R. 944. 
Smiih Y. Home^ 2 B. Moore, 18. 
Bodenham v. Betunett^ 4 Price, 81. 
Birkett v. WUUm^ 2 B. & A. 856. 



(() Gihhpi y. Paynttm, Barr.2290. 

(c) Sir W. Jone9«Q Bailment8,118. 

(d) TUeiifmpke^.White^ 1 Str. 145. 
M€T»€ ▼. ^Im, 1 Vent, 288. 



* 
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put, cf a cairrier undertaking to conTey goods gratuitoudy, 
if there had been a special acceptance on his part, either 
that if the parcel contained gold ( df ) or merchandises of 
value, he durst not take it, because it was a dangerous 
time (a), or if the goods were of a perishable nature, for 
want of the necessary means of preserving them, and they 
bad nevertheless been entrusted to him, without acquaint- 
ing him of their value or of their perishable nature, it 
seems that, in the event of a loss, he would not be answer- 
able, if he had expended on them that cafe which is d^ 
manded from a bailee without hire ; for his common-law 
liability was suspended by his special acceptance, and there 
was no reward to compel him to the exercise of due dili- 
gence, but he was liable only as a mandatary to carry, 
that is, for the commission of gross neglect. As it is 
very uncommon for persons to undertake any office of 
trouble without compensation, there is no express adjudi- 
cation in such a case ; but this law seems to arise from the 
decisions on special acceptances* Besides, by considering 
the subject in this manner, a distinction is capable of 
being drawn between the degree of attention exacted 
from a common carrier, who has received hire, and one who 
has assumed to act as a mandatary to carry ; which could 
not be done if the ordinary care required from the former, 
when he has made a special acceptance, was to be consi- 
dered as the remnant c^ that duty which is imposed on 
him in respect of his public employment, and not as the 
result of his hire. 

The effect of these notices is to enable the carrier to 
apportion the price to the risk, but they are completely 
inoperative in all cases where the consignor was ignorant 
of their existence. (6) By a compliance with these condi- 

{^a) Titehbume v. White, 1 Str. I (b) 1 H. B. 800. note. Burr. 
146. MoruY, Slue, lYent,2Z8. I 2298. 8 T. R. 582. 
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tionsy the canrier is made responsible as far as the staled 
Talue of the goods, for all losses or damage not oceasioned 
by the act of God or the king's enemies, (a) Where their 
conditions are known and not complied with, he stands 
thus with regard to the public. If the exercise of due 
and ordinary care in the performance of the contract to 
oouTey only is required, the bailor of goods acting without 
imputation of fraud is entitled to it, however great their 
value, on the payment of the common hire ; for a loss 
proceeding from ordinary neglect (&), or from misfeas^ 
ance (c), which is an act done in contravention of his 
contract, must be made good by the carrier, notwithstand** 
ing his notice. But the care thus procured will only be 
as much as is expended on the custody of other parceb> 
and will not vary in proportion to the value of the goodsi 

Having examined the beginning, sources, and extent ^if 
the common carrier's liability, it is time to shew what a 
perfect uniformity pervades that Une of cases from whence 
the above positions have been extracted ; and to preserve 
the order in which they have been laid down, it will be 
necessary to advert, first, to those decisions whetein the 
common4aw exceptions have availed the carrier ; secondly^ 
to those wherein he has been protected by a special ac- 
ceptance ; thirdly, to those wherein the advantages of a 
special acceptance have been forfeited by negligence, or 
its equivalent, misfeazance. 



Sect. 6. — The Ad of God. 

The common-law exceptions are two; the act of God, and 
the enemies of the king. With regard to the fonner, the 

(a) Tyl^ V. Morriee^ Burr. 8S02. I (6) 4 Price, SI. 2 B. & A.S66358. 
Carth. 485. I («) 8 T. R. 631. 6 B. & A. 6S. 
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•case df the Gravesend barge {a), mentioned by Lord Coke, 
IB so directly in point, that I shall insert it almost in his 
own words: — 

'' There was a case resolved in the Common Pleas when 
I was there, concerning the Gravesend barge, in which were 
very many passengers. One there had a pack of great 
value and weight in the barge ; there suddenly happened a 
violent storm, and they were all in danger ; and were, for 
their own safety, enforced to throw out a large portion of 
the goods, for the safeguard of the lives of those who were 
then in the barge ; amongst which p<»:tion, for the light* 
ening of the barge, this pack of goods was thrown over. 
Afterwards, he which was the owner of this pack brought 
his action upon the case against the bargeman, for these 
his goods thus cast over, and we all there did resolve it 
clearly, that this sudden storm which occasioned the 
throwing over of the goods was the act of God, and could 
not be avoided ; and for this cause he recovered nothing/' 

However, in Barcrqft's Case (6), it was held that the 
ferryman was responsible for a casket of jewels which had 
been thrown overboard in a storm. This decision pro* 
duced the following comment from Sir W. Jones: — 
'' Now, I cannot help suspecting that there was proof in 
this case of culpable negligence ; and probably the casket 
was both small and light enough to have been kept longer 
on board than other goods ; for in the case of the Graves- 
end barge the pack was of great value and great weight'' (b) 
Also if the ferryman surcharge the boat with goods, the 
owners of them shall have their remedy against him. (c) 
And if an ejection of goods from any ship is occasioned by 
the indiscretion of the master's lading her above the birth* 



(a) 2 Bnlst 280. 1 Rol.Rep. 79. I (c) Bea^es, Lex Mere. 944. 
(5) All. 98. On Bailments, 108. I 
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mark, it is customary in such cases by the marine laws, to 
have no contribution made, but satisfaction is due from the 
shipowners or masters. 

Where the plaintiff put goods on board the defendant's 
hoy, who was a common carrier, and in coming through a 
bridge, by a sudden gust of wind, the hoy sunk, and the 
goods were spoiled ; Pratt, C. J. held that the party sued 
was not liable, the damage being occasioned by the act of 
Grod. '^ For although the defendant ought not to have 
ventured to shoot the bridge, if the general bent of the 
weather had been tempestuous, yet this being only a sud- 
den gust of wind, had entirely differed the case ; and no 
carrier is obliged to have a new carriage for every journey. 
It is sufficient if he provides one which, without any 
extraordinary accident, (such as this was) will probably 
perform the journey." (a) 

From this and the preceding cases, it appears that the 
carrier would not have been excused, though the accident 
was occasioned by the act of God, if his temerity or neg- 
ligence had involved him in it : and such formerly was ihe 
law in case he had been robbed ; for in the time of Henry 
VIII. it seetns to have been generally holden, " that (6) a 
common carrier was chargeable in case of a loss by rob- 
bery, only when he had travelled by ways dangerous for 
robUng, or driven by night, or at any inconvenient hour ;" 
but in the reign of Elizabeth it was resolved, that if he 
''be robbed of the goods delivered to him, he shall 
answer for the value of them.", (c) 

By the act of God is meant a natural, and not an in- 
evitable accident ; and (d) therefore it is no defence to the 



{a) Amies v. Stevens, 1 Str. 128. 

(b) Sir W. Jones on Bailments, 

103. Doctor and Student, D. 2. c. S8. 



(c) 1 Inst. 89 a. 1 Ro. Abr. 2. 
Woodlitfe V. Cfurtiee. 

(d) DdU ▼. HaU, 1 Wils. 281. 
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earner by water, diat the vessel was ti^iA when it teemed. 
its cargo, imt that the rats had jcansed a leak in the keel, 
through which the water gashed, aad spoiled the goods ; 
fior ^e was liable the instant he received theao, and in all 
evcois, except they wen damped by the act of <jhid 'or the 
king^s eneniea. So if the loss be occaoioood by a finB, 
whieh asose fioom any oAher cause dian lightniiig* 

Hie defendant, being a common canier, had Mocsred a 
qvantity of hops froas tiie plaintilE^ lior the {vurpose of 
eonveyance, and prepamtory tiieretobe had deposited ithesi 
in a boothy to await tiiie amyal of his wnggoo. in the 
mean time an aeoidaital &», not caused by lightning* 
broke out in a n^^bouring booth, which, bummg with 
WBOKtiikguHihable^Qlence, commnnicated itaslf to the booth 
in fvhich the hops wese deposited, and enfirdyconsmned 
them, without any negligence dn the defendant. Loid 
Manslidd held that he was liable to make good the loss, 
tibe Uw eonaidering kim as an insurer in all cases exeeptthe 
two already SAentioBed. And it being expressly fennd that 
there was no lightning, i^e fire must liare arisen from acoae 
aisjb of man. <a) Hoiiieirer, with respect to carriers by water, 
it is enacted by atat. .26 Geo. IK. c !8& s. 2. that no 
owner of any vessel shall be eubject to make good any loss 
or damage which may happen to any goeds talLen In or pat 
on boacd the same, by mason of any firp bappening to suck 
Yosasl. 

It is also necessary that the act of Ood be immediate, 
and its consequences not too nemote. In an action brought 
agaioat the master of a ressel naingating tiie livers Oase 
{^ Humber, from Selby to Hull, by a person vdiose goods 
had been wetted and spoiled, it appeared in evidence at the 

(a) Furward v. PUtordf 1 T. R.ST, 
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^riafl, tliat at the eatrance of the harboor at HnM there was 
a batik^ on whidi vessels tised to lie in safety, but of which 
a part had been swept away by a great flood some time 
before the misfortune in question^ so that it had 1>ecome 
perfectly steep instead of shelving towards the rivet ; that 
a few days after this flood a vessel sunk by getting on this 
bank, and her mast, whidi was tmrried away, was suffered 
to float in the river, tied to some part of the vessel ; and 
that the defendant, upon sailii^ into Ae hafbour, strudi 
against the mast, which, not giving way, forced Hie de- 
fendant's vessel towards the batik, where she chruck, tind 
would have remained safe, had the bank been in 4%s formet 
situation ; but on the tide dbbing, her 0tem sunk into the 
water, and the goods were spoiled : 'upon which the defend-^ 
ant tendered evidence to «hew there had been no actual 
n^Iigenoe. Mr. Justice Grould rejected the evidence, and 
he further mled^ that the act ef God whidi cofuld excuse 
the defendant must be immediate, bat that this was tod 
renidte ; and ^irecteril the jury to find their verdict for th^ 
pltdntiff, and l^ey accordingly did 190. The case wait 
afterwards submitted to the consideration of the Cotift ^ 
King^s Bench, who approved of the direction given by the 
learned judge at lihe trial, and the plaintiff succeeded in 
the 'Cause. And Lord Kenyon observed, that if an earth<^ 
^^^ttake had removed the bank at the time of the accident, 
the ma^er wiO'uld hai^ been excused/(a) 



S^CT. 7^"^ The Eaemies of the King. 

The second exeepl^on to the caniefr^s liability is in the 
event of a loss occasioned by the enemies t>f the king ; but 

(«) Smithy. SJupherdy Abbott on Shipping, 262. 

c2 
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this does not extend to rebels. In the great case of Morse 
y. Slue (a)y the situation of a carrier is compared to that of a 
gaoler^ and it is there said, '* If rebels break a gaol, so that 
the prisoners escape, the gaoler is liable ; but it is other- 
wise of enemies." Nor does it extend to pirates, if the 
vessel be u^ra corpus comitatus, or on any arm of the sea 
where the land is seen on both sides^ so that the common 
law has jurisdiction there (Jb) ; but if it is on the coasts 
out of the body or extent of any English county where 
the law of the Admiralty prevails, the master is protected 
by that law in the case of pirates, unless there has been 
any negligence in him. (c) And by the civil law this is vis 
major or casus fortuitus, there being no fault in the master 
or mariners, and the same is a danger or peril of the sea, 
which if not in naval agreements expressed, yet it is natu- 
rally implied, {d) But the master must perform the part 
of a valiant man, and make the best resistance which the 
comparative strength of his ship and crew will allow, (e) The 
power of an enemy moreover must operate in prevention, not 
merely in suspension of the contract; therefore an embargo, 
which is distinguished from an act of hostility in this, that 
it is only a temporary measure (/*) will not excuse the car- 
rier, but he must await the removal of the suspension and 
then fulfil his contract (g), or he will be subject to an action 
for its non-performance. (A) Also if the ship be taken 
in battle, and afterwards retaken by another ship in amity, 
and restitution be made and she proceed on her voyage, 
the contract is not determined, (i) It is the same when 



(a) 1 Vent. 190. 238, 2S0. 
(h) Beawes, Lex Merc. 401. 

(c) Ibid. p. 190. Molloy, b. 2. 
c. 4. §7. 

(d) Beawes Lex Merc 190. See 
farther, as to perils of the sea, Ab- 
bott on Shipping, 256 et seq. 



(tf) Abbott on Shipping, 289. 

(/) 1 Valin, 626, 627. 

(g) 8B.&P. 295. 

(*) Hadley v. CZarfce, 8 T. R. 
259. 

(t) Molloy, b. 2. C.4. ^ IS. 4E.R. 
559. 
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it is recaptured while in the possession of the enemy, who 
was conducting it into port for the purpose of condemna- 
tion, (a) And where the condemnation has been pro- 
nounced by a court not having competent jurisdiction, or 
by a consul of the belligerent power in the country of a 
neutral state (6), and the original owner has subsequently 
obtained possession, by purchasing the vessel of the cap- 
tors, he has been considered as being thereby reinstated in 
his former possession, and subject to existing contracts, for 
during the whole time his property in the ship had never 
been divested by any legal act. (a) But by a capture and 
a sentence of condemnation by a competent tribunal, it 
seems agreed that there is an entire dissolution of all the 
ship's contracts, (c) 



Sect, 8. — Notices of Limitation, 

These two instances of exemption from Uability are ac- 
corded by the common law to the carrier : the other, that 
of special acceptance, proceeds from his own act, and is 
thus recommended by Lord Coke, in a note to (d) South- 
cote's case. If goods be delivered to one to be delivered 
over, it is good policy to provide for himself in special 
manner, for doubt of being charged by his general accept- 
ance. A box (e) containing money was brought to a car- 
rier, who demanded of the owner what was in it: he said 



(a) Havelocky. RocJewood, 8 T.R. 

277. 

(fr)8T.R.27; on the ship Flad 

Oyen. 

(c) Beale V.Thompson, 3B.&P. 



416. 428. 430. 4 E. R. 559. 66U 
S.C. 

(d) 4 Rep. 84. 

(c) 1 Vent. 238. 
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that it waa filled with silks, and siwh fiJte goods ef meoEi 
value ; itpoa which the earriev tocdk. it Ssnd was roUned, 9bA 
it was resolved tbftt he was liable. The ease of Kenrig v. 
EggkstoM (a) was. sinvdar to it in principle and dedsion. 
But if {by the caYrLsr had told the owner that it wacs a dan«^ 
gerous time^ and if there were money in it he durst not take^ 
charge of it^ and the owner had answeved ss befbre, thi» 
matter would hare excused him. Kowever^ in a (c) latetf^ 
decision^ where the practice of special acceptances was* 
recognized, die two cases mentioned abore' were denied 
to be good law, on the ground of gross firaudi in the own** 
ers of the goods. They were only quoted here in order 
to shew the early introduction of special acceptances. 
The case of (c2) Sir Joseph Tyly and others against M&t- 
rice, was cited by Lord Mansfield (c) .as being deter- 
mined upon the true principles " that a carrier was liable 
only for what he was fairly told of.*' Two bags were de- 
livered to hinic sealed up, said to contain £200, though in 
fact they contained more, and a receipt was taken accord- 
ingly, '' with a promise to deliver them to- W. Davis; he 
to pay 10s. pep cent, for carriage and risk." There wasaloss 
by robbery. The Chief J^ustice waA of opinion, that tho do* 
fendant should answer for vo more than £200. Wheccthev 
carrier gives notice thaA ho will not be accountably lor cer- 
tain valuable goods, if lost, of greater worth thaiii sk specie 
6ed sum, unless entered and paid for as such, and a. parcel 
is delivered tO: him by a person who knows, the conditionSj,. 
but cQUcealing the value, pays no more than the ordinary 
price of carriage and booking ; on a loss the carrier is nei- 
ther liable to the extent of the sum specified, nor to repay 



(a) All. 93. 

(6) Titchbume v. WhUCf 1 Str .145 . 
1 VeDt. 2S8. 



(c) 4 Burr. 2S01. 
Id) Garth. 48£L 
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Ae p>ric€ actually paid for the carmge= or bcxdmig^ 
This was^deeided m Clay v. Wilbm (a)y Mrhese the Coort sadd 
tlmat tlie sense of tke priirted! conditms seemed t»be><tbat 
the defendaatft were not Ka&ie to any extent. Bat where 
iSke terms of the notice aie that ^ no» mere than £6 wift be 
a^coiuited for^ fbr good?/' naUss they are specially ao* 
eeftei, Ihe party is liable to> that amount Bpou his con<* 
tract. (6) An action of assumpsit was brought s^nst the 
defendants^ as proprietors of the True Briton stage eoa^hv 
to redOTer the vahie of goods belonging to the plaintvff^ and 
lt>i^ in* the course of their conveyance; On the part of flte: 
deftindantSy the* following notice was proved to hate been' 
publi^edr ''Take notice^ that no> more^ than £& wili be 
accoid¥ted' for, for any goods or parcels dehtered at thi» 
office^ unl^s entered as: [»uch and paid for aceordhigly.^ 
The goods lost were worth more. than £5t It was held the;^ 
a verdict to that amount was good, though the declaration 
was in the common form of declaring against a carrier for a 
loss of goods. Lord EUenborough in delivering judgment,, 
0lluded in these terms to the last cited case : '' If indeed> 
the provision be of such a nature a& goes in discharge of 
the liability of the party under the contract altogether^ in 
case a particular condition is not complied with, as in 
Clay V. Willan, (where the goods^ were not to be aceounted 
for at all, unless properly entered and' paid for,) that will 
not merely operate in reduction of the damages, but in bsu: 
of the action." It is also not unusual for carriers by water 
to publish a notice protecting themselves from the conse- 
quences of any accident or misfortune whatever, unless oc- 
casioned by the actual negligence of the master or crew. 



(a) 1 H. Bl. 298. Izett v. itfbwu- 
ttun, S. P. 4 E. R. 370. Hkrris 



V. Pack/wood, S.P. aTTaun. 264. 
Nicholson v. WiUan, 6 E.R. 507. 
(b) Clarke v. Gmy, 6 £. R.504. 
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as was done in the case of (a) Evans v. Souk, which the 
defendant was held not to have waived by having made 
compensation on other occasions for damage without in- 
vestigating its cause. A similar notice was proved in 
Lyon V. Mells (b), with this addition, that the defendants 
would pay £10 per cent upon such loss or dams^^ so as 
the whole amount of such payment should not exceed the 
value of the vessel and freight ; although the loss in that 
case did not arise from the negligence of the master or 
crew, but from the misconduct of the owner in providing a 
leaky vessel, it was held that the notice could not operate 
to cover such an instance of personal default, and he was 
compelled to make full compensation. But if the ves- 
sel had been sea-worthy when it took in the cai^^ and 
without the neglect of the crew, had sprung a leak during 
the voyage, it would have been otherwise, (a) 



Sect. 9. — liability in Cases of Ordinary Negkct. 

It has been said (c) that a carrier who has published a 
notice which has not been complied with in the consign- 
ment of goods, is not absolutely excused if they are lost or 
damaged, but descends into the situation of a private bai- 
lee for hire; and this deduction has been drawn from 
thence — that he ought to be liable, notwithstanding his 
notice, for the omission of due and ordinary care (rf), and 
for misfeazance. (e) 



(a) 2M.&S. 1. 
{b) 5 E. R. 428. 
(c) See ante, p. 13, 



(d) SirW.JoDesonBailment8,103. 
(e) Com. Dig. p. 227. dr. Mer- 
chant (B). 
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And first, as to negligence^ the case of (a) Beckv, Beans 
is in point. The plaintiffs had sent a cask of brandy by 
the defendant's waggon from Shrewsbury to London. Be- 
fore the waggon reached Birmingham, the cask was leak- 
ing fast, and the driyer was informed of it ; he delayed 
three hours in Birmingham without attempting to stop it, 
passed through Wolverhampton, where he made some stay, 
and at the next sts^e beyond Wolverhampton, having some 
parcels to deliver, he took the cask out, and the remainder 
of the brandy was saved. The defendants had given the 
usuaT notice, that they would not be answerable for any 
goods above the value of £5, unless insured and paid for 
accordingly. It was left to the jury to consider whether 
the injury arose from the negligence of the defendant's 
servant, the waggoner, in not examining the cask after he 
was informed of its leaky state, at either of the places where 
he halted ; which being found in the affirmative, a verdict 
was taken for the full amount of the loss, though no more 
than the ordinary price of carriage had been paid. And a 
rule to set aside this verdict on the ground of misdirection 
in the learned Judge, was moved for, and refused, in the 
Court of King's Bench. There was a similar decision in 
the Exchequer. (Jb) The defendants, who were proprietors, 
of a public stage coach, and had published the usual notice, 
teceived from the plaintiffs a valuable bank parcel, to be 
conveyed from Hertford to Brecon, for which they were 
paid only the common hire: when the coach arrived at 
Brecon, the driver was in liquor, and although the entry 
in the way-bill was known to the book-keeper, no search or 
inquiry was made for the parcel, and it was consequently 
lost. The jury having found that there was gross negligence 



(a) 16 £. R. 244. (6) Bodenham v. Bennetty 4 Price 31. 
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dn t&e pavl of the defendants, Hucf fnrfeitdd thehtneftk of 
their notice, and weve obliged to make gpod the tritole hisft* 
It ieem» to> have heen the epinioii of tiie Cottirt hensv thatt 
lees llian gr99s n^Ugewcrywuld have Huule tkem reapoiisiUe^ 
ft>p Mr. Baoron ©mhamsaidv that he petfeedy '^agreed wMh 
tie oMiffiel for die defendants^ that tkey wenid not hstra 
beeft Inible, if ordinary diligence had been nsed f" it was, 
then, tbs omission' of this dHigence, (whick is thie defini* 
tiott abeady (a) given* of <»dinary asgleGt,) that made ihem 
lieible^ And Mr, Baron Wood added, ** that these notices 
' were net meaait to exempt carriers frem due and oidinary 
carev'^ The case of Smiih v. Hbme (b) was deokled m 
tfie Court of Common Pleas. A parcel had been sait 
from Woreestef to LoncU)n> by the defendant's! coach* 
It arrived in London, and' wasi taken firom- tfieir office in 
a cart, ander the direction of one person only (it beinaf 
the! usual practice to employ tiwH> personsi for that pur«- 
pose); this man left ifhe cart improtected! in die street while 
he went to different houses, to delivear other packages* 
There wae no additional price paid for inmiramce, tdldioagfai 
the* defendants haA published a notice, requiring it for par^ 
eels of a certain value. It was held that the carrier wa9 
liable up to the full value. In this case the' jury founds 
that the defendants had been guilty of gross negligence^ 
and, therefore, no question arose as to whether a minor de^ 
gree of culpability would have deprived them of thepwH 
tection of their notice. But in Birhett v. Willan (c), wHere 
the servant of the defendants, who were stage-coacfar pron 
prietors, had delivered a quantity of cochineal to a person' 
who applied for it, but who had no rigfct to receive it, the 
jury had been directed to find a verdict for the diefenpdaiitsy 



(a) See ante, p. 13. (6) 8 Taun. 144. 2 B. Moore,,18. 5 Q & A. 57. 

(c) 2 B.& A. 356,358. 
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if they tliMght tke plaiiitifF was aecpiwtited wrtb the tmxsA 
of tk9 Betkei and aeeoadly,. if the plaintidb hnefw nefthing 
qS ibei Qotiee, theni, if tke defiemdants had taken due 
care. Aeceidkigly litey leturned^ a verdict for the de^ 
fendants. Afterwad^ds the Court of King's Bench granted 
a new tiM, on the ground thad it oi^t fa h«ve been left 
separately to the jnry ; fetf if the defendants had not taken 
due carO) they wene liable^ though the plaintiflb were ac- 
q»uainted with the notice ; which proves that less than gross 
negU^nee will defeat the operation of the notice> for the 
omission of duie caare, is only ordinary neglect. (a> From* 
these casea it appears that the exercise of due diligence is 
a defence to a carrier, who is under the protection* of a 
notice, whereas it is not receivable as evidence in fari^tmr of 
one whose responsibility remains as at the common Iftw. (b) 
But if the want oS fair dealing on the part of the plaintiff 
has. caused the negligence of the defendant, even if it should 
be gross,, the notice is a protection, for the plaintiff cannot 
oooaplaiflbof the consequences of his own act. (c) 



^tt^m»im « > t* >■■ 



S&cT. IQ.-^ LMUiij/ in Cases of Misfeazance. 

The distinction between negligence and misfeazanoe^ 
seems to be this, that the focmer takes place in the couijse 
of performing, the contract, the latter consists in an act 
done in direct contravention of it, by which ite performance 
is prevented. Of this last description wasr the case of (<2> 
Ellis V. Turner. A vessel belonging to the djefenduits, and 
plying from Hull to Gainsborough, took on board some 

(a) Sir W.Jones on Bailment^ 118. I (c) Batson Y.Donovan, 4 B. & A.21. 
ib) Dak V. ikdly I Will. 281. I (d) 8 T. R. dSr. 



28 LIABILITIES OF 

gpoda of the plaintiffs to be delivered at Stockwith. It 
went safe as far as Stockwith, and there delivered part of the 
cai^Oy but not the goods in question, and in proceeding on 
her voyage, sunk, before her arrival at Grainsborough. 'Hie 
defendants had published a notice, protecting themselves- 
from the want of care in the master or crew ; they were, 
notwithstanding, made accountable for this misfeazance of 
their servant the master of the vessel, in not delivering the 
goods at Stockwith in safety, when he might have done 
so. In like manner, in Gamett v. Willan (a), an act of 
misfeazance annulled the notice. The defendants Jones 
and Willan had accepted a parcel, booked to be sent 
by their coach fix)m London to Worcester ; it was car- 
ried conformably to their contract, a part of the way, 
and then forwarded on by another coach, in which 
Jones had no interest, and was ultimately lost. It was 
held that the plaintiffs having contracted for the care and 
attention of both Willan and Jones, had had the care and 
attention of one only, so that they had not obtained that 
for which they had contracted, by the wrongful acts of the 
defendants, and this being in direct contravention of their 
contract they were made responsible for the whole loss, 
notwithstanding their notice. The latest decision on this 
point is that in Skat v. Fagg. (Jb) The defendants having 
published the usual notice, received a parcel of considerable 
value, and contracted to send it by the mail ; no insurance 
was made thereon, or intimation given of its value ; it was 
sent by another coach and lost. The Court held, that if 
the defendant had forwarded the parcel by the mail, in 
^pursuance of his contract, he would not have been liable 
for the loss, but as he had acted in direct contravention of 

(a) 5 B. & A. 53. {b) Ibid. S43. 
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it, it was a misfeazance, and against that the notice was no 
protection. There is a very recent case (a), so similar to 
this in its facts^ and so opposite in its decision, that I 
cannot oioit drawing a comparison between these two 
determinations. In each of them the bailment was pre- 
cisely the same; in each there was proof of the publica'- 
tions of notices^ of the value of the goods, of the con- 
cealment of that value^ and of their loss. In Batson v. 
Donovan, the defendant was protected by his notice. In 
Skat V. Fagg, he was responsible for the goods. In the 
former case the loss proceeded from the negligence of the 
defendants ; in the latter from their misfeazance : and as the 
concealment of the value, which was the plaintiff's fault, had 
caused the negligent performance of the contract, he was 
barred from complaining of that which was the consequence 
of his own act, but such a concealment could never cause 
a misfeazance, that is, a non-performance of the contract, 
and therefore in that case he is entitled to maintain his 
action. This is the true ground of the difference of these 
determinations, and the principle on which they havc^ 
proceeded is perfectly intelUgible, so long as misfeazance 
and negligence are not confounded together. 

Having thus shown that a common carrier, who has 
made a special acceptance, is bound to use as much dili-* 
gence as a private bailee for hire, it will be necessary to 
prove, in order to render the resemblance perfect, that 
he need use no more ; for a bailee for hire is excused 
if he has been only guilty of slight negligence; and 
such is the case with the carrier. (6) The defendants, who 
were proprietors both of a mail and a heavy coach to 
the same place, had accepted a parcel to be conveyed^ 



(a) BatMon v. Donovan^ 4 B. & 
A ^1. 



{b) NichoUw V. WUlan, 5 E. R, 
507. 
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hf lilt viaily but tiiey had ifooked it by the ^ofther •coach ; 
there was no proof of its haimig been sent by eiAer i 
therefore, ttotwithitoiiding die booking, it might haiw goio^ 
by the mail, aooording to thm cetitract. The ctefendants 
published a aetiee reqwtag libe mttal insurance fot geofe 
worth more than 6/. ; which had not been made im this 
•crnw, though these exceeded that value. In an action for 
the no»-deliTery cf this parcel, the Court held the proof of 
misfeaoanee to be incomplete, and that the case amounted 
mly to a nt^Ugent dischai^ cf their duty as carriers, fmd 
was insuffci^it to deprive tibem of the benefit of Iheir 
notioe. Accordingfy, a nonsuit was directed to be entered. 
A special contract made with one of tihe proprietors of 
a stage coach may also defeat the operation t>f a notice, 
and levive the common law liability of the carrier. An 
action was bvovight against several defendants as proprie^ 
•tors ^ Ibe Liverpool mail, for the loss of a valuable box ; 
;and in «uMwer to a notice of limitation whidi was prorred 
^on dieir part, the plaintiff set up a special nndertaking 
entered infto witii ofte at the defendants to <»rry boxes <^ 
<|jhis value at the ordinary price of conveyance. The jurf 
found that there existed such a contract, and further, tjhat 
the loss was by felony, and that there was no n^igence. 
It wais held, notwithstanding, that all the defendants were 
liaUe ; and in reply to an argument urged to Ae Court, 
that some e( ^ d^^endants had become partners in t&e 
concern after the agreement was made, Bayley, J. said : If 
the evidttttce proved a contract, I have no difficulty in 
saying k would bind all the partners at that lime, and all 
who might afterwards become so, until some notice was 
given of an intention to rescind the same, (a) 

(a) HeUby y. Mears and other$f 5 B. & C. 504. 
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SiBCT. Ih ^^The Puldioatim ef Notices. 



Th(E8e notioes haim beea .considered by Loid fEflMlM)*- 
EOiigki(a) in dve ii^it 4if s^eemento entered into heil^wp^tk 
the learner ^and ih& owner of the goods^ and thereGNe ia 
order to render them biadiagy it is ineeessary timt «aeh 
painty ehoidd be »ppnxed of ithdr eooAeilts. (fi) But this 
knoNKledge imay be presumed from the <cixciini«taK&Ges oS 
eadi partiealar oase^ without the neoesrtly of promg that 
a pcngnal ieoinmiinieaitioa had teen madke'Cn the sKbjeot. 
The Act of having temeriy paid biHs to cairiers^ mimh 
had a notice •svibsovibed ^to theMi, is evidenee <bfift the 
pasty had vead it. AbM>^ the same nay be infeived by a 
jmy vhem at is wntteai and posted up in large cba- 
Yacters in the offiee n^hefe the parcels aire booked ; for if 
4be parly bringing <he parcel be cognizant of it^ it is 
auffident (c) And if an agent who ib ignorant of the no- 
tice deliver to a carrier the goods of his princips^l^ yAto is 
acquainted with it, the bailee may be considered as a spe- 
cial acceptor ; for it was the duty of the principal, if he ob- 
jected to the conditions, to have instructed his agent to 
employ anetfier earner, (d). 

These special acceptances were first introduced for the 
protection of the carrier ; for they suspended his common- 
la^ liability as to YalusdsleB, unless particular conditions 
were complied with. l%>ey 'have since become Berviceable 
fbr the security of the puMic ; as if, on the payment «€ a 



(a) 6E.R.4S9. 

<^) 1 H. B. JOO. iidte. 2 M..Se 
S.l. 8Taiin.2S4. 
(c) BuUerv, Heane, 2 Camp. N. 



P. C. 415. CUufton v. Hunt, 3 ibid. 
27. Cobdm v. Bofttm, 'i ibid. MS. 
(4} BhLffkew y. -EfimeB, S B.ft C* 
6^. 
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proportionate reward, he should consent to waive even the 
exceptions allowed to his liability by the common law, and 
undertake to deliver the goods safely and securely at all 
events ; or to indemnify the owners even if the loss pro- 
ceeded from the act of Grod, the enemies of the king, or 
any possible event whatever. A notice of this nature was 
proved in the case of lyim v. Mdh (a), to have been pub- 
lished by fifty owners of vessels at Hull. 

The charge of insurance is not entirely discretionary ; 
for if it be exorbitant, the carrier may incur the guilt of 
extortion. (6) And though he can by his own act ren- 
der his responsibility unbounded, yet he cannot by any 
means excuse himself from fraud, for a notice containing 
an exemption from liability in every case of loss, so as to 
charge him for no misdemeanor that should be in him, 
would be deemed a protection contrary to reason and good 
manners, (c) It would also be a repeal of the common 
law, which considers liability as essential to the character 
of a carrier, and would offer a dangerous temptation to 
dishonesty and rapine. 



Sect. 12. — Legislative Restrictions against Extortion. 

The legislature has interfered more than once for the 
purpose of checking all exactions on the part of carriers, 
and regulating the rates of carriage of goods. By stat. 
3 W. and M. c. 12., authority was given to justices at the 
next quarter sessions after Easter, to assess and rate the 



<a) 5 £. R. 4S0. 

lb) S Taiin. 272. 6 £. R. 4S2. 

(c) Doctor and Student, JDial. 2. 



c. 3S. Noy's Maxims, 92. Jones 
on Bailments, 48. 
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priees of all land-carriage of goods whatsoeirer, brought into 
any place widiin their jurisdiction, by any commoa wag* 
goner or carrier, and to certify the rates and assessments so 
made, to the several mayors, and other chief officers oi 
each respective market town within their jurisdicticm, to 
be hung up in some public place in such town. A^id a 
penalty of 6/. was imposed aa every carrier demanding a 
greater sum than was allowed by these assessments* 
This act is alluded to in the stat. 21 O. 2. o. 28. ; by 
which, after reciting that ^* no rates for the carriage of 
goods, from distant parts of the kingdom to the city of Lon- 
don* and places adjacent, had been settled, and that seve- 
ral common waggoners and carriers had from thence taken 
occasion to enhanoe the price of carriage of goods, to the 
prejudice and obstruction of trade/' it was enacted, that if 
any common carriers, should, after a day therein nanied« 
take any greater price for the bringing of goods to the dty 
of London, or within the bills of mortality, than is settled by 
the justices for the county or place from whence such goods 
are brought, for the (larrying of goods from London to the 
oaid county or plaee, he should forfeit 6/. ; and the clerk 
of the peace for every county or place, is thereby ordered, 
immediately after Easta: session, ta certify to the Lord 
Mayor of the city of London, and to the respective clerks 
of the peace for the county of Middlesex and Surrey, and city 
and liberty of Westminster, the rates and assessments made 
for the carriage of goods, in pursuance of the said act, in 
their respective counties and places. 

In the year 1825, this subject cimie again under the 
iccmsideration of the legislature, and a committee was ap- 
pointed by the House of Commons, to enquire ii^to ac^ 
much pf the above-named acts, as related to the carriage 
of parcels, and into the 30 Q. 3. c. 68.| commonly oi^IqcI 
tlie porterage act The oonM^ittee having finished the in* 
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veBtigatioDy sent in their report, in which they described 
the original intention of the enactments 3 W. 8c M. and 
21 G. 2. ; they then pronounced, that from the evidence 
taken before them, these two statutes were almost inopera- 
tive at present, as out of all the counties of England aod 
Wales, not more than six returns of the appointed rates 
had been made to the Lord Mayor. But, that even if the 
provisions of these laws had been carried into execution 
more accurately, the altered circumstances of the country 
since the period of the passing of those acts, the great in*- 
crease in all the modes of public conveyance, and the great 
advantage arising to the public from constant competition^ 
had contributed more to render legislative restrictions less 
necessary than formerly. That the committee were of 
opinion that the public on the one side, and the proprietors 
of public carriages on the other, were so much alive to their 
mutual :interests, tliat legislative checks were no more ne- 
cessary in their dealings, than in transactions carried on by 
persons in any other business or trade. That it appeared 
also to the committee, from the evidence adduced before 
them, that even in the few counties where the rate had 
been fixed by the magistrates, the public had not benefited 
by the practice; for instances had occurred, where, from the 
spirit of competition, the prices charged by the proprietors 
of public coaches had been lower than that fixed by the 
magistrates. Under these circumstances the committee 
recommended a repeal of the statutes 3 W. & M. c. 12. 
and 21 G. 2. c. 28. In conformity with this recommenda- 
tion, an act was passed in the last session of Parliament, 
which, after reciting that so much of those statutes of*W. 
& M. and of G. 2 as related to the settling the rates for 
the carriage of goods, had become inoperative and inappli- 
cable to the present times, enacts, "that the provisions 
hereinbefore set forth, and any other powers and proviisions 
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in the said recited acts contained, \irhich relate to the set- 
tling the rates of the carriage of goods, shall be, and the 
same are hereby severally declared to be repealed." (a) 
With respect to the porterage act, it appeared to the com- 
mittee, that complaints had been made, and with great jus- 
tice, of the excessiire charges demanded for the conyeyance 
of parcels by porters from the office of the coach proprietors 
to the residence of the individuals to whom they were 
addressed. Cases of fraud also, in forging the tickets, 
and altering the sum written therein, had been. made 
out. A check to this system had been applied, as it 
was proved, with success, by paying attention to the 
characters of the porters taken into the employment of the 
proprietors, and by demanding a security for the honest dis- 
charge of their duty ; but as this system was not general, 
and as great inconveniences had arisen to the public from 
the inadequacy of the law, the committee were of opinion 
that that statute was capable of amendment. (&) 



Sect. 13. — Fraudulent Bailments, and the Effect of a guilt" 
less Concealment of the Value of the Goods. 

A CARRIER is constantly represented in our law as an in- 
surer, and consequently it is the very essence of all deal- 
ings with him, that they should be fair and honest ; for his 
contract becomes vacated by any imputation of fraud or 
undue concealment. 

The defendant was engaged to convey a quantity of corn 
in his boat for the plaintiff, from Wolverhampton to Bir- 
mingham. It was known to the plaintiff, but concealed 
by him from the defendant,^ that there were riots in the 

(a) 7 ScS Geo. 4. c.39. (b) See the Report. 

d2 
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n^gUbovrhood, that th^[e was considerable 
route the carrier would take, and that the dai^r ivas, 
the rioters would seize the com in question* which tbuey 
accordingly did, before it reached its destination* In an 
action against the carrier for the value of this c<mii.. Lord 
Kenyon held that there was fraud apparent on diie fofoe 4>f 
the transaction : that all the circumstances and orgeney 
of the case should haire been disclosed to tiie boataaan at 
the time, and he shoidd have been asked whether )ie 'Choae 
to undertake the risk : that common honesty should hare 
suggested diis, for no man in his senses would under these 
circumstances have taken the com, under a liability as a 
common carrier. The other Judges proceeded on the 
ground that it was not the intention of the parties to con^ 
tract with the defendant as a common carrier, and in that 
case, as he had done his best, he was not liable io this 
action. («) 

Although the fraud and impesition of die bailor will 
deprive him of his action, yet the bare concealment of the 
value of a parcel, unaccompanied with other circumstances 
pf suspicion^ will not of itself constitute fraud, so as to 
be attended with such a result. (6) It is, however, the 
province of a jury to ' decide whether there has been an 
upf^ir cPAee^Jmenit. (c) Wh^rp pound (rf) notes were 
packed into an old hsiy-beig, and dqlivered to a carrier for 
conveyaupe, and the bag arrived safe, but the npte^ were 
rgone, thip w^p Ixeld to be such a fraud in the bailor that he 
could not maintain his action ; for by treating the pa^rqel^ 
a thing of no yalue^ he bad been the occasipp of its being 
less guarded, and ^o bad incresiaed the chances of its |Q,is- 



(a) Edwards. v.MerraU, l£.B. 
604. 
(6) Sko^t y. Fm$, .53 ^ A. 842. 



(c) JiflrfMmv. PoflMwan, 4 B. SiA. 
21. dUsentiente Best. 

(d) Gt&i<my.Pay9<0Ji,9i:M'r,t9S98. 
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oarriftge : whieb beara a close analogy to the case of aik 
liiftttvery wbere cmicealment^ if it increases tke risk^ dis^ 
charges the underwriter, (a) 

This decision proceeded on the ground of gross fraud ; 
but how far the bculcHr shall be barred by a guiltless conceal- 
ment has caused a difference of opinion (6) on the bench, 
and as a like diversity of sentiment^ in the case of a 
deposit^ existed among the greatest lawyers of Rome, some 
mention of their Bentimentd, with Sir W. Jones's comments 
<ni them, may help to elucidate this subject, (c) 

*' It was a question, whether, if a box, sealed up, had 
been deposited, the box only should be demanded in the 
action, or the clothes which it contained should also be 
specified ; and Trebatiua in»sts that the box only, not the 
particular contents of it, must be sued for ; unless the 
things were fureviously shewn, and then deposited. But 
Labeo asserts, that he who deposits the box, deposits the 
cont^its of it ; and ought, therefore, to demand the clothes 
themseWesw What, then, if the depositary wm ignorant of 
the contents? It seems to make no great difference, since he 
took the charge upon himself; and I am of opinion, says 
Ulpian, that although the box was sealed up, yet an action 
may be brought for what it contained.'' (c?) On which Sir 
W. Jones remarks, that surely cases may be put, in which 
the difference may be very material as to the defence* 
Diamonds, gold, and precious trinkets, ought, from their 
nature, to be kept with peculiar care under lock and key; 
it would therefore be gross negligence in a depositary to 
leave such a deposit in an open antichamber, and ordinary 
neglect, at least, to let them remain on his table, where 



(a) Park on Insurance, c. 10. 
Iby Batsim v. Donavan^ 4 B. & A. 
21. disieniiente Best. 



(e) Sir W. Jones on BailmeBts, SS. 
(d) Ibid. p. 38. D.16. 3. c.41. 
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they might tempt his servants ; but no man can proportion 
his care to the nature of things^ without knowing them ;^ 
perhaps^ therefore, it would be no more than slight neglect^ 
to leave out of a drawer a box or casket, which was neither 
known, nor could justly be suspected to contain diamonds* ; 
and Domat, who prefers the opinion of Trebatius/ decides,, 
that in such a case the depositary would only be obliged to* 
restore the casket as it was delivered, without being respon- 
sible for the contents of it. Independently of the question 
of fraud, if the case of Gibbon v. Payntan had been that 
of a deposit, the decision would have been in strict con- 
formity with the opinions of Domat and Trebatius* 

As the same degree of attention will bear a yery different 
construction, according to the value of the parcel on which 
it is bestowed, it is (a) the duty of the bailor to communi- 
cate its contents to the bailee, in order to enable him duly 
to proportion his care ; but if its bulk or external appear- 
ance clearly shew it to be worth more than the sum to which 
the carrier has limited his responsibility, the inquiry as to 
its contents should then proceed from him, as a means to 
direct him in fixing the price of insuring its safe convey- 
ance ; and if in the latter case the goods had been lost, 
when nothing additional had been charged or paid for 
insurance, it seems formerly to have been no defence to 
the action for them to insist that the terms of the notice 
had not been complied with ; which resembles the case of 
the casket above mentioned, where the depositary was 
excused from answering for its contents only when it was 
not known, nor covld justly be suspected to contain dia- 
monds. . - 

A carrier (Jb) had limited his responsibity to bl, : a cask 
was delivered to him, with a permit, describing it as con- 

(a) Per Holroyd, ABScA,p. SI. | (6) Beck v. Evans, 16 E. R. 244^. 
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•taining brandy. During the journey a loss ensued by 
.leakage, and he, relying on his notice, refused to make 
compensation. In an action against him, (the judgments 
however^ proceeded on another ground,) Lord Ellenbo- 
rough said, ^' the notice, although in its terms it is made to 
extend to any goods of what nature or kind soever, cannot 
be indefinite, but must be construed with reference to the 
subject matter, and to cases where the party has no means 
of knowing of what nature the goods are." The same 
learned Judge afterwards confined this doctrine to those 
cases only, where the carrier (a) necessarily knew that the 
value of the goods exceeded a certain sum. This very 
point came afterwards under the considerationof the Court 
of Exchequer, (i) The plaintiff brought an action on the 
case against the defendant, as a common carrier, to recover 
damages for the loss of a valuable parcel entrusted to the 
care of his servants, to be conveyed from Exeter to Lon^ 
don by his coach. It was proved that the book-keeper who 
took it in knew the value of its contents, and that on that 
consideration he had caused it to be put into the banker'i^ 
bag for greater security. The defendants had published a 
notice, on which they rested their defence, as no more than 
the ordinary price of carriage had been paid for it. The 
learned Judge who tried the cause,' thought that these facts 
did not amount to a forfeiture of the notice, and directed 
the. jury to find accordingly; and a rule for a new trial, 
obtained on the ground of misdirection, was discharged by 
the Court. But there is this, very material difference in the 
facts as stated by the Lord Chief Baron, who pronounced 
the judgment, and those already mentioned. His Lord- 
ship proceeded thus : — '' On the trial the jury were 



(a) Down v. Fromont, 4 Camp. 
N.P.C. p.40. 



(6) Levi V. Waierhouse, 1 Price, 
280. 



40 LIABILITIES OF 

diiocttd, that the ir^eremx of the TtJue being known t4> 
the defenduity did not take the case out of the pTOtectama 
of the notice, that the defendant would not be tespcmaiUe 
beycHul a certain amount;" and afterwards, ''it appears 
that the book*keeper might have inferred that this pared 
was one of Talue, but nothing was distinctly said about the 
actual talue»" 

Now if, as it is stated in this judgment, the book-keeper 
only inferred that this was a vsduable pared, this decisi^b 
agrees with the dictum of Lord Ellenborough, that the 
notice is a protection, unless the party necessarily knew the 
contents of the parcel ; but if, as the cau states it, he had 
knowledge of the nature of its contents, it is in direct 
opposition to it. This difbrence in the facts contained in 
the statement and in the judgment of this case, can haidly 
entitle it to be considered as an authority applicable to 
circumstances wherein there has been positive proof of the 
knowledge of the value of the parcel. 

Upon the considemtion of a state of facts very similar 
to those mentioned in the foregoing judgment of the Lord 
Chief Baron, the court of Common Pleas has also held that 
the carrier was protected by his notice, though the evidence 
was sufficient to induce strong grounds for a belief that he 
was acquainted with the value of the goods; but there was 
no positive (a) proof that he must necessarily have known 
it. {b) Still it remained undetermined in our courts how 
bi a notice of limitation would be available to a carrier, 
who receiving a valuable parcel in JuU hmvledge (f its 
worth, and CMuitting to demand the additional price for 
the carriage thereof, should subsequently lose iU The M* 
lowing case however comprises all these facts, and as it 

(a) 6 B. &C. 82T. pe» Abbott (6) Harrit v. Packwood^ S Taun. 864. 
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wto decided after titoe tflk«ii for considerattOA, it may b* 
fairly regarded as having fixed ike law upon the mlj^ciy but 
ihe judgment unfortunately professeg to have proceeded 
upon the two eases of Hartis v. Paekwood, and Levi v. Wa^ 
t€rh(ni$efVr\At\i hare beeti dhown not to be strictly in point, 
where the carrier necessarily knew the value of the pro^ 
perty intrusted to him. It was an action against tihe pfo^ 
prietor of a stage-coach for the loss of two boxes contain- 
ing iolk goods of very considerable value, sent by the de* 
fondant's coach from London to Bath. The notice limited 
his liability to £5. unless an extra price was paid for the 
GMTriage. The plaintiff knew of this notice, and the de- 
fendant knew that the boxes were worth more than £6. 
There was, however, no more than the ordinary charge of 
booking paid by the plaintiff, or demanded by the defend- 
ant. ^^ Abbott, C. J. '^ Upon these facts it was contended 
on behalf of the plaintiff, that, as the defendant knew the 
goods to exceed the value of £5. it lay upon him to de- 
mand payment of the Insurance, and not having done so, 
he was to be considered as having waived the benefit of his 
notice, and that there was an incongruity in allowing a 
carrier to receive goods for the purpose of carrying them, 
and yet to say that he was not answemble if he did not 
carry them, and that as the price in this case was to be 
paid on the delivery of the goods, the defendant might 
then have charged such a reasonable sum as would remu- 
nerate him for his labour and risk. We think, however, 
there is not any such incongruity as has been suggested. 
A person may engage to place goods in a course of convey- 
ance, and yet declare that he will not be answerable for 
their loss.'* — 'This must mean that he would not assume 
as to them his common law liability, otherwise, it would 
give to carriers an extent of indemnity unheard of before, 
as numberless decisions have pronounced them liaUe for 
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negligence and misfeazance, notwithstanding their notices 
of limitation ; his Lordship continues, '' Indeed this argu- 
ment would altogether defeat the notices given by carriers^ 
which have now prevailed in practice for so many years, 
and been recc^nized by so many decisions. And consider- 
ing the notice given in the present case, we think the de- 
fendant could not» upon the delivery of the goods, have 
maintained a charge for any sum beyond the reasonable 
Price of carriage^ exclusive of the responsibility of the risk 
for the loss. As to the first point made in the argument, 
it may with equal propriety be said that the plaintiflTy who 
was informed of the defendant's advertisement, and did .not 
offer to comply with its terms, chose to stand his own 
insurer; as that the defendant, who knew the value of the 
goods to exceed £5. and did not demand to be paid for 
iqsurance, engaged, nevertheless, to take a responsibility 
upon himself and indemnify the plaintiff. This case differs 
materially from Wilson y. Freeman (a), for there the car- 
rier was not only informed that the goods were valuable 
and liable to accident, and he might charge what he pleas- 
ef], but he actually declared his intention to charge it at a 
higher rate than for ordinary good^." His Lordship then 
mentioned the two cases of Harris v. Packwood, and Levi 
V. Waterhmise, and added, ^' For these reasons and upon, 
these authorities, we think judgment must be entered for 
the defendant." (6) It seems reasonable, however, that 
the knowledge of the value of the bailment should impose 
upon the carrier the obligation of proportioning his care to 
the nature of the things intrusted^to him. And as he has 
been proved to be responsible for ordinary neglect, notwith- 
standing his notice, and to be protected by it .in a case 
of only slight neglect, this may materially affect his lia- 

-(a) 8 Camp. 327. (ft) Marsh v. Home, SB&C. 322. 
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bility. For according to Sir W. Jones (a), to let diamonda^ 
and precious stones remain on the table, where they might 
tempt the servants, is ordinary neglect, but it would be no 
more than slight neglect to leave out of a drawer a box or 
casket, which was neither known nor could justly be sus- 
pected to contain diamonds. So that the same degree of 
omission, which, accompanied with ignorance of value, 
constitutes only slight neglect, would, when the carrier 
knew the valuable nature of the property placed into his: 
charge, amount to ordinary neglect, and defeat his notice. 
With regard to owners of ships, the legislature has inter- 
posed to protect them from any unreasonable responsibility 
when diamonds and commodities of value are committed 
to their care, unless they are previously apprised of their 
value, or the goods are specially mentioned in the bill of 
lading. The stat. 26 Geo. III. c. 86. after admitting in its 
preamble that owners of ships were at common law under the 
liability attaching to all other common carriers, and after 
reciting, in § 3. that, whereas disputes may arise whether 
the owners or masters of ships are liable to mak^ good the 
value of any gold, silver, diamonds, jewels, watches, or pre- 
cious stones, which may be lost after the same have 
been put on board their ships, on freight, without the 
shippers thereof declaring at the time the value of such 
goods, enacts, that no master, owner or owners of any ship, 
shall be hable for any gold, silver, &c. taken on board 
thereof, which may be lost or damaged, by robbery, em- 
bezzlement, making away or secreting thereof, unless the 
owner or shipper thereof shall, at the time of shipping the 
same, insert in his bill of lading, or otherwise declare in 
writing to. the master or owner of the ship, the true natui'e, 
quality, and value of such gold, silver, diamonds, 8cc, 

(a) Sir W. Jones on. Bailments, 38, 39. 



44 UABiUTIES OP 



Sect. 14.*^ Duty aUadiing im 9U€h a Baibe, 

Thb Itw of baibnents (a) obliges ev^ry conductor operis, 
to exert himself in proportion to the exigence of the afiair 
in hand, and not to omit any thing, howeter inaMifiader- 
aUe, which the nature of the act fequires) so is 
every contract for the cafriage of goods between a p^- 
son bidding himself forth as the owner of a lighter or 
Tossd ready to carry goods for hire, and the person putting 
goods on board, or employing his vessel or lighter for that 
purpose, it is a term of the contract on the part of the car- 
rier of lighterman, impUed by law, that his vessel is tight 
and fit for the purpose or employment for which he offers 
and holds it forth to the public : it is the very foundation 
and immediate substratum of the contract that it is so ; 
the law presumes a promise to that effect cm the part of the 
the carrier, without any actual proof; and every reason of 
sound policy and public convenience requires it should be 
so. {b) And consistently with this doctrine, in the case of 
I^oa r* Wells, (c) the owner of a lighter was held liable 
to the full amount of damage occasi6ned by the leakage of 
his vessel. It was however decided, that the owner did 
not come within the terms of the notice there proved, which 
extended only to the crew ; but it is submitted, that even 
if he had, his conduct would have deprived him of its pro- 
tection, for he was guilty both of negligence and misfea- 
zance. Lord EUenborough, there said, ^' This we consider 
as personal neglect of the owner, or more properly as a 



(a) Sir W. Jones on Bailments, p. 58. Lord Raymond, 910. 
(6) 5 £. R. 436, per Lord EUenborongh. (c) 6 E.R.4a8. 
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ftflBrp^pnmmceiw im part, of wMt be had iiiidertekw to 
dp, "uiz, to iMTOiride a fit iresad £^ iii^ purpose/' 

Bui if the Tteaael is a^worthy larh^i it takas ia the car- 
go, but dxaiog the voyage sbouhi apring a h^, Yfitbf- 
out any negligence on the part of the carrier or his servants, 
by which the goods are lost, a notice limiting the responsi- 
bility of the defendant to compensation for losses occa- 
sioned by the negligence of the master or mariners will 
p)K)t^t hiia. (a) 



Sect. 16. — IdabiUty under Pills of Lading. 

WiT^ respect to owners of ships trading in the carriage 
of goods from pne port to another, it is to be observed, that 
the ])ills of lading which it is the course of trade for such 
p€;rso]^s to deliver to the, consignors, operate materially in 
vaiying their common-law liability, as they generally contain 
exceptions for all losses occasioned by '' the act of God, the 
king's enepiies, fire, and all and eyery other dangers and 
accidents of the seas, riyers, and navigation of whatever 
nature and kind soever." In a case wherein (a) the bill of 
Jading contained oixly an exception pf '^ the perils of the 
sea," and' the goqds wer^ lost in consequence of die ship 
Jbeing designedly ^truc]^ by the vessel of an enemy, it was 
doubted by the Court, whether a loss so occasioned were 
within the meaning pf this exception^ and the cause never 
proceeded to a final judgment. And it is added by the 
Tcry learned writer of the treatise, from which the above 



(a) Evans v. SouU, 2 M. & S. 1. 
t66. See fnrtl^r, j|« to what shall 



be considered within the excep* 
t^ ciuiJUtned inWPfif 1^4M>f , 
Abbott on Shipping, part J^. c.»il« 
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case is taken, that the express exception therein, -afforded 
room to contend that the exception of the act of the king's 
-enemies, which arises out of the general rules of law, vras 
meant to be excluded in the particular instance. 



Sect. 16. — Umt'ation accorded by the Legislature to the 

liability of the Carrier. 

Formerly (a) the owners of ships were obliged to make 
good the contents of every bill of lading, signed by the 
master they employed ; so that once a merchant was ar- 
rested, according to Beawes, in fifteen actions, for money 
his master had signed bills of lading for, and had abscond- 
ed with ; in which manner, he might as the law then stood, 
have continued coining money to the utter ruin of the 
owner, though never so wealthy. In order to remedy this 
evil, and to prevent any discouragement to merchants and 
others adventuring their fortunes as owners of ships and 
vessels ; it was enacted, (b) ^' that no person who is owner 
of any ship or vessel shall be liable to answer for any loss 
or damage, by reason of any embezzlement, secreting, or 
making away with (by the master and mariners, or any of 
them,) of any gold, silver, diamonds, jewels, precious stones 
or other goods or merchandize taken in or put on board 
thereof, or for any act, matter, or thing, damage or forfei- 
ture done, occasioned or incurred by the said master or ma- 
riners, or any of them, without the privity or knowledge of 
such owner, further than the value of the ship or vessel 



(a) Beawes, Lex Mereat. ISO. Boucher y. Lawson, Rep. temp. Hard- 
<wicke, 86. (6) 7 Geo. 2. c. 16. 
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with all her appurtenances^ and the full amount of the 
freight due, or to grow due^ for and during the voyage/' 
' The latter part of this section has been held to be large 
enough to take in a case (a) of robbery^ in which one of the 
mariners was concerned^ by giving inteUigence, and after- 
wards sharing the booty. Buller, J. in delivering his judg-^ 
ment, said " this act is as strong as possible^ and was meant 
to protect the owner against all treachery in the master or 
mariners* It meant to relieve the owners of ships from 
hardships, and to encourage them ; saying at the same 
time, that so far as you have trusted the master and mari- 
ners yourself, so far you shall be answerable ; which. is to 
the value of the ship and freight." The limitation fixed by 
this statute to the owner's liability affected only those cases 
of dishonesty to which the master or mariners were privy. 
Their responsibility as to all other losses, is recited in the 
preamble of a subsequent statute, (b) as extending to all 
goods on board their vessel, notwithstanding such goods be 
lost by robbery, fire, or other accident, (other than by the 
king's enemies, the perils of the sea, or the act of God,) 
or unless the master or some of the ship's company were 
privy to such robbery. And as such an extensive liability 
might tend to diminish the number of ships, which is of 
great importance to the welfare of this kingdom, it was 
enacted (6), that in all the cases aforementioned in 7 Geo. 2. 
the owners should not be liable beyond the value of 
ship and freight, although the master and mariners were 
in no wise concerned or privy to such robbery, embezzle- 
ment, secreting, or making away with. By the second sec- 
tion of the same act, they are further, protected from any 
loss occasioned by fire on board ; and by the third, from all 
losses of gold, silver, jewels, and precious stones, unless at 

(c) S%Um T. IdilchtUy 1 T. R. 18. {h) 26 Geo. 8. c. 86. 
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the timt ^ sbippiiig dedanttioo was i^ade of thw t^mb% 
or it 9VM described ia the bill of lodiag. Ib these eaai^ 
meats owners only ^le mentioiied, end lest t)ua should 
W tbooght Bot to ioclade part-ovmeiB, the 9t«teia S^ 
Oee* 3. e, 1B9, was passed, which i^nrnded *^ that ao per- 
sen who shall be owner or owq^ra, or part owner or 
owaers of any ship or vessd, shall be subject to aqswer 
&r« or make .good any km or damage taking i^ace by rea- 
son of any act, negl^t, matter, or thing done, omitted or 
oeeasioned without the fault or privity c^ such owner or 
owners, which may happen to any goods, wares, mevchaa- 
dizes, or oth^ things laden on board the same ship ot ves- 
sd, or which may happen to any other ship or vessel, or to 
any merchandize bmng in or on boanl of any other ship er 
yessel, further than the value of bis or their ship or vessd 
and the freight due, or to grow due, for and during the 
voyage ^hich may be in prosecution, or contracted for a^ 
the time of the happming of such loss/' In an action 
against several defendants as ship-owners, for damage sus^ 
t^ed by the loss of goods laden on board their ship, it 
was held, 0iat by force of this statute, ihi^ were not liable 
beyond the value of the ship and freight, due, or to grow 
due, although the loss was occasioned by the miscon4uct 
of one of the defendants, who was both master and paitr 
owner, and that its true construction was, '' that if you sued 
a sole owner, and the fault or privity were in him, he would 
be exduded from the protection of the statute ; but if you 
sued severaji owners, thm the woids applicable to that case 
weie, ^ without the fault or privity of such owners/ the fair 
i^nd true constructipn of which was, that there must be the 
fault or privity of et^^ch/^ It was also decided, that the value 
of the ship was to be calpulated at the time of the loss, and 
not at the time of the commencement of the voyage, and 
lastly, that in calculating the value of freight due, or to 
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grow due, money actually paid in advance was to be in- 
cluded, (a) And the court of Common Pleas, in a very 
late case (6) were of opinion, that by freight, growing due» 
is meant that which might have been earned had the ves- 
sel completed her voyage, and not that which was cal- 
culated on as the amount of freight at the commencement 
of the voyi^e. 

The second section provides., that the value of the car- 
riage of any goods or meifehandizes b^onging to s^ny of 
the owners of such ship or vessel, an4 also the hire due, or 
to grow du^, under or by virtue of any contract made by or 
on th^ behalf of any person or persons whatsoever (exeept 
cnly such hire, as in the case of a, ship hired fojr time may 
not begin to be eained till the expiration of six calendar 
months after the happening of such loss or damage), shs^U 
be deemed and talc.en to be, and ^hall he considered as 
freight within the intent of that act^ s^ also of the 
7 Geo. IL, and 26 Geo. III. The third section pointy aut 
the course to be pursuiedi wheife there hs^s been more than 
one accident or defanlt during the same voys^ge. The fpurth 
e:^cepts any thing contained in the s^ct from affecting; tibe 
responsibility of masters and mariners as by law existing* 
And the fifth enacts, that nothing therein contained shall 
extend to the owner or owners of any lighter, barge, boat, 
or ve§^l of any description, whatsover, ui;^ solely in rivers 
or ii^^nd navigation, or any ship or ves^^l not duly regis^ 
tered s^cor^ing tf> law. The reniaii^der. of the act applies 
to the mode of piopeeding where sever^ persons have exv- 
di^red ^ loss from the same accid^t, and to the casecf 
where the value of ship and freight is nojt sufficient tq 
make compensation for the damages incurred. 

(a) WiUon y. IHciuan, 2 B. 4k; A. 2. (6) Ctmnan v. Meabum^ I Bm§^ 46fi» 

E 
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Sect. 17. — The party entitled to bring the Action against 
the Carrier^ and the effect of Indorsements of Bills of 
Lading. 



By the delivery of goods to a carrier on the behalf of the 
consignee, the property in them becomes immediately 
vested in the latter, and in the event of a loss he must 
bring the action, and not the consignor, for the consignor 
has his remedy against the purchaser, (a) In the case of 
Dutton V. Sohmanson (Jb), Lord Alvanley is reported to 
have said, that it appeared to him a proposition as weH 
settled as any in the lav^, '^ that if a tmdesman order goods 
to be sent by a carrier, though he does not name any par- 
ticular one, the moment the goods are delivered to the car- 
rier, it operates as a delivery to the purchaser ; the whole 
property immediately vests in him ; he alone can bring an 
action for any injury done to the goods, and if any accident 
happen to them, it is at his risk. The only exception to 
the purchaser's right over the goods, is, that the vendor, in 
case of the former becoming insolvent, may stop them in 
transitu" The same law is applicable to merchandizes 
in the possession o[ a master of a vessel, during their pas- 
sage from the consignor abroad to the consignee in this 
country, (c) For the shipment of goods on account of the 
purchaser, according to the agreement and course of deal- 
ing between the parties, is analogous to a delivery to a 
land carrier, and operates as an actual delivery to the pur- 
chaser, (e) If A. order goods to be transmitted to him by 



(a) VaJe v, Bayle, Cowp. 294. 
(fr) 8 B. &P. 582. Dawes v. Peck, 
ST. R.«30. S. P. 

(r) 3 E. R. 381. 394. 4 £. R. 



220. per Le Blanc. J. Brown ▼. 
Hodgion, 2 Camp. N.P.C. 36. 
(e) 2 Phil. Evid. 51. 
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n particular conveyance, though upon condition to return 
them again if he dislike them, yet upon delivery to the car- 
rier the property is vested in A., and he, will be bound to pay 
the price to the tradesman^ (a) However, there are parti'^ 
cular circumstances under which the possession of the car- 
rier is not a vesting of the property in the vendee. Where 
there has been an s^reement for the price of the carriage, 
between the consignor and the carrier, the action is main 
tainable by the former upon the particular contract between 
the parties, (ft) Moreover, in such a case the law considers 
the goods to be carried at the risk of the vendor (c), and 
as the loss which ordinarily falls on the purchaser, would 
jinder these circumstances be borne by the vendor, he is 
entitled to bring the action, according to the principle 
which pervades these cases, and which is thus laid down 
by Lord Kenyon. (d) *' Whoever has sustained a loss, is 
the proper party to call for compensation from the person 
by whom he has been injured." Now he in whom the 
property is vested, is clearly the party sustaining the loss, 
aiid in order to see in whom is the property to goods at sea 
during their passage, it will be necessary to consider the 
operation of indorsements on bills of lading between vendors 
and vendees, merchants and factors. And first as between 
vendors and vendees. 

In every general consignment the inference is that the 
consignee is a purchaser, (e) 

By the indorsement of a bill of lading, the property to 
goods at sea does pass as absolutely and efFectuaUy as if 



(a) BnU. N.P. 86. 4th ed. 

(h) Davis V. James f Burr, 2680. 
Moore v. WUson, 1 T. R. 659. Bo- 
hinson y. Dunmore^ 2 B & P. 416. 

£2 



(e) 6 T. R. 210. 

Id) ST. R. 832. 

(e) Ckrisitf v. Row, 1 Tann. 800< 
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the goods had been actually deliyoped into the hands erf* 
the consignee, (a) 

He may maintain trover against the master or captain of 
the ship, for non-delivery of them, (b) 

He has such a property that he may assign it over, (c) 
Theref((H*e, if goods by bill of lading are consigned to A., 
A. is the owner, and must bring the action against the 
master of the ship if they are lost. But if the bill be spe- 
cial, to deliver to A., to the use of B., B. ought to bring 
the action, (d) By a bill of lading the captain was to de- 
liver the goods for the consignor and in his name to the 
consignee. At the time of the shipment, the ccmsignee 
had no property in them. It was held that an action 
against the ship-owners for damage done to the goods, 
must be brought in the name of the consignor, although 
the consignee had insured them^ and had advanced 
the premiums of insurance before the arrival of the 
ship. It was allowed that if the goods had been deli- 
vered to the consignee, he would have had a lien to the 
extent of the advances he had made for freight or insu- 
rance, on account of his principal ; and if there had been 
any deviation, so as to discharge the underwriters, and the 
goods had been lost, he would have been entitled to recover 
against the consignor for such advances. But these were 
rights accruing in respect of acts performed after the time 
of shipment, at that period the right of action was vested 
in the party to whom the goods belonged, and what was 
done subsequently did not affect that point, (e) If the 



(a) 5 T. R. ess. 6 £. R. 20. note. 
Liclc6aiTotD T. MoMii, S £. R. 591. 

(6) 1 T. R. 76. per BuHer. Wal^ 
Uy y. Montgomery^ S E« R. 685. 



(c) Cumiag ▼. BrowHy 9 £.R. 506. 
(d ) Evams v. Mm-UU, Ld.Raym. 

an. 

(«) SmrgenivJkiorri»y9 B.&A.377. 
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bill of lading be general to A., and the invoice only shews 
that they are upon the account of B., A. ought always to 
bring the action ; for the property is in him, and B. has 
only a trust, (a) But if the bill be to deliver unto order 
or assigns, and the invoice shews that the goods were ship- 
ped for account, and at the risk of A. ; the property of them 
is vested in A. by the invoice, (b) Where there is an ab- 
solute and unconditional assignment of the goods to A.> 
and the bill of lading is afterwards indorsed by the agent 
of the consignor to B., the delivery to the captain of the 
vessel on account of A., and without condition, is complete^ 
and vests the property in A.^ notwithstanding the subse- 
quent indorsement of the bill of lading, (c) If goods im- 
ported come from abroad on account of the shippers^ the 
usage is, to put the initials of the shippers in the bills of 
lading. If they come on account of the consignee, they 
are marked differently, with such marks as the consignee 
directs, (df) 

If the goods are damaged after the mate has given a 
receipt for them to the agents of the consignee, but before 
any bill of lading is signed, making them deliverable to the 
latter, he is nevertheless sufficiently vested in possession, 
to be entitled to maintain an action for any damage they 
may have suffered. In the case o( Fragano v. Long (e), the 
following order had been transmitted by the plaintiff from 
Naples to Messrs. Mason and Co. at Birmingham : '' Naples^ 
March 28, 1822. Order transmitted by O. Fragano of this 
city to Mason and Sons of Birmingham, for the following 
merchandize to be dispatched on insurance being effected. 



(a) Evans y.MarUtt, Ld. Raym. 
2T1. 

(6) WdUeff V. Montgomery, 3 £. 
R. 589. 



(c) Ogle v. Atkinson, 6 Taan. 759. 
1 Marsh. S23. 

' (d) Queiroz t. Tnieman, S B. & 
C. 345. 

(c) 4B.&C.219. 
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Terms to be three months' credit, from the time of arriTat.'^ 
It then specified the goods. The insurance was accordingly 
effected, and the interest declared to be in the plaintiff^ 
and the goods, with the plaintiff's initiak marked on thenij, 
were sent by Mason and Son to their shipping agents, 
Messrs. Stokes at Liverpool, with directions to forward 
them to Naples. On their arrival at Liverpool, Stokes 
delivered them on the quay to the mate of the defendant's 
vessel, who signed the usual document, acknowledging 
the receipt of them in good condition. The goods were 
left in the custody of the mate, and before they were 
put on board, by some accident they fell into the wa- 
ter, and suffered the damage for which this action was 
brought. It was contended, that in the absence of any 
bill of lading, Fragano had no title to the goods, but the 
Court held, that they became his property, from the time 
they were sent off by the vendors. It was then argued that 
as they were to be paid for three months after their 
arrival; if they never arrived, the plaintiff could never be 
called upon for payment, and therefore that they were not 
at the risk of the plaintiff. But per Bayley, J. — ** If the 
goods were not to be paid for unless they amved, why 
should the plaintiff insure them ? That shews that the 
arrival was not considered as a condition precedent to the 
payment. If the goods arrived, three months from that 
arrival was to be the period of credit, if they did not arrive, 
the plaintiff would be bound to pay in a reasonable time 
after the arrival became impossible. If this were not so, 
the insurance would be altogether nugatory, for Fragano 
could not sue upon it, neither could Mason, the interest 
being declared to be in Fragano." For these reasons, 
which were assented to by the Court, the verdict which had 
been found for the plaintiff was allowed to stand* 



COMMON CARRIERS. 



55 



Secondly, In dealings between merchants and their fac- 
tors^ where the former^ being beyond sea, consign goods 
to the latter, the factors being in the eye of the law merely 
the agents or servants of the merchants, can have no pro- 
perty in those consignments, (a) But if a factor sell the 
goods, and indorse the bill of lading to the vendee for a 
valuable consideration, this, being within the scope of his 
authority, will operate as a transfer of the property (6) ; 
not so, if he pledge or barter the bill of lading, for he has 
no authority to pledge or barter the goods themselves, not 
even to the amount of his lien for a general balance (c), 
and the symbol cannot have a greater operation than the 
actual possession of that which it represents, (d) In the 
case of Selleck v. Smith and others (e) ; the plaintiff, who 
was the owner and shipper of the goods, had addressed the 
bill of lading to his broker, with instructions to him to sell 
the contents, and to place the proceeds to the credit of a 
third person. Before the goods arrived, the broker by 
representing himself as the owner, obtained from the de- 
fendants an advance in anticipation of the proceeds, and 
indorsed over the bill of lading to them. The defendants 
having subsequently sold these goods, by means of this 
bill of lading, the plaintiff brought an action of trover 
against them, and it was held that it would lie. The 
Chief Justice in the course of his judgment there said, 
*' The plaintiff was the shipper of the goods, and as such 
was the legal owner with right of possession; and I see 



(a) 6 £. R. 23. note. 8 T. R. 
78T. 

(6) Wright v. CwnpbeU, 4 Burr. 
2046. Newwm v. Thornton ^ 6 E.R. 
40. SHemeld v. Holden, 4 B. & 
C.6. 

(c) Daubigny y. Ducai, 5 T. R. 



606, per Buller Sc Grose, Js. ; htcH- 
tatUe Ld. Kenyon, C.J. 

(d) Kuekein y. WUion, 4 IL Sc 
A. 448. Patterson y. Tasht 2 Str. 
1178. Qneiroz y. Tnteman, 3 B. 4c 
C.842. 

(e) 3 Biog. R. 603. 
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aodiing in what haft passed to divest him of this ri^t.'' 
Aad afterwards, he added, '' the broker had no a^thonty 
to pledge the goods» and the defendant's posseseion was 
wrongful ; in StiermU v. HaUen the goods, though de- 
livered to a broker who made advances, were delivered not 
as a pledge, bat to be sold, and were sold in the usual 
course of bunaess/' 

A very recent act of parliament («) has accorded t» tiie 
faistor this power, which was d^iied him by the comnaoo 
law, so that he can now, under certain conditions wbieh 
will be mentioned hereafter, pledge not only the goods» but 
even the bilk of lading. If a bill, being for delivery to order 
or assigns, be tranoooitted unindorsed to a factor, thehobkr 
thereof cannot transfer the property in the goods (ft); but 
if there be special facts which are equivalent to an indcwse- 
ment, such as a letter from the merchant stating that if 
the bill of lading was not indorsed, it was a mistake, and 
he would send an indorsement, these will give to the party 
holding it an authority to sell, (c) 

With regard to bills of lading in general, where one is 
indorsed to a creditor, merdy ae a coUatend security and 
twi in satisfaction a[ the debt, the property does not thereby 
pass {d) ; but a creditor so cirouHstanced may retain the 
possession of the goods against the assignees of the as- 
signor, who has committed an act of bankruptcy between 
the assignment of the goods and the indorsement of the 
bill of lading, for though there has been no transftf of the 
property effected thereby, yet the creditor having posses- 
sion of the goods and a lien upon them, may retain them 
till his debt is satisfied, (e) 



(a) 6Gee.4.c04. $5.7. 
(4) Nix V. <Hm, Abbotton SUp. 
plBg, S9S. 



(c) Dick ▼. L u m& ie m, Peak«, 
N.P.C. ISO. 

(d) IT.R.745.748. 

le)Lempritrev,Pnli9,tT.JBUI»S. 
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A very important change has been effected in this 
branch of the law by a reoeait act of the lej^lature, where- 
by the evils resulting from factors' concealing their pria- 
oipals devolve up<m those who employ them, rather than 
upon those who had been honest and open in their deal<- 
ings with them. The extensive consequence of this mea^ 
sure to the mercantile woild requires that this statute 
should be inserted at length, (a) And though there is no 
ambiguity in its terms^ llie following observations may, 
nevertheless, lead to a more ready apprehension of the ma- 
terial portions of each clause. 

The firet M^tkm applies to consignees dealing with fao*^ 
tors in whose names goods may be shipped, unknowing 
that diey were not the true owners. 

The second and third relate to transactions with the 
holders of the bills of lading, or of other title deeds of 
goodS| entered into in ignorance that they were not the 
bona jOe owners. 

The fourth legalizes purchases of goods from factors in 
that character, without notice that they were exceeding 
their authoiity. 

The fifth limits the effect of pledges and deposits made 
by factors in that character. 

The sixth res^ves to the real owner all rights and pow 
ers consistent wiUi the protection afforded by the former 
sections of the act to persons dealing hofnJk Jidt with their 
&ctors. 

The seventh restrains the improper use of the privilege 
accorded to factors by the fifth section. 

1. That from and after the passing of this act, uiy per- 
son or persons intrusted lor the purpose of consignment or 



(a) 6 Geo. 4. c. 94. The whole of 
the 4 6.4. cSS. is re-enacted in 



the several sections of this statute, 
wiUi very materiar additions. 
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of aale^ with any goods, wares, or merchandise, and i^ho 
shall have shipped such goods, wares, or merchandize in 
his, her, or their own name or names, and any person or 
persons in whose name or names any goods, wares, or mer- 
chandize shall be shipped by any other person or persons^ 
shall be deemed and taken to be the true owner or owners 
thereof, so far as to entitle the consignee or consignees of 
such goods, wares, and merchandize to a lien thereon in 
respect of any money or negociable security or securities 
advanced or given by such consignee or consignees, to or 
for the use of the person or persons in whose name or 
names such goods, wares, or merchandize shall be shipped, 
or in respect of any money or negociable security or secu- 
rities received by him, her, or them, to the use of such con- 
signee or consignees, in the like manner to all intents and 
purposes as if such person or persons was or were the true 
owner or owners of such goods, wares, and merchandize ; 
provided that such consignee or consignees shall not have 
notice by the bill of lading for the delivery of such goods, 
wares, or merchandize, or otherwise, at or before the time 
of any advance of such money or negociable security, or of 
such receipt of money or negociable security in respect of. 
which such lien is claimed, that such person or persons so 
shipping in his, her, or their own name or names, or in 
whose name or names any goods, wares, or merchandize 
shall be shipped by any person or persons, is or are not 
the actual and bond fide owner or owners, proprietor or 
proprietors of such goods, wares, and merchandize so 
shipped as aforesaid, any law, usage, or custom to the con- 
trary thereof in any wise notwithstanding : Provided also, 
that the person or persons in whose name or names any 
such goods, wares, or merchandize are so shipped as afore^ 
said, shall be taken, for the, purposes of this act, to have 
been intrusted therewith for the purpose of consignment 
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or of sale, unless the contrary thereof shall be made to ap- 
pear by bill of discovery or otherwise^ or be made to ap- 
pear, or be shown in evidence by any person disputing 
such fact. 

2. And be it further enacted, that from and afifcer the 
first day of October one thousand eight hundred and 
twenty-six, any person or persons intrusted with and in 
possession of any bill of lading, India warrant, dock war- 
rant, warehousekeeper's certificate, wharfinger's certificate, 
warrant or order for delivery of goods, shall be deemed and 
taken to be the true owner or owners of the goods, wares 
and merchandize described and mentioned in the said 
several documents hereinbefore stated respectively, or 
either of them, so far as to give validity to any contract or 
agreement thereafter to be made or entered into by such 
person or persons so intrusted and in possession as afore- 
said with any person or persons, body or bodies politic or 
corporate, for the sale or disposition of the said goods, 
wares and merchandize, or any part thereof, or for the de- 
posit or pledge thereof, or any part thereof, as a security 
for any money or negotiable instrument or instruments ad- 
vanced or given by such person or persons, body or bodies 
politic or corporate, upon the faith of such several documents, 
or either of them, provided such person or persons, body or 
bodies politic or corporate shall not have notice by such 
documents or either of them, or otherwise, that such person 
or persons so intrusted as aforesaid is or are not the actual 
and bond Jide owner or owners, proprietor or proprietors 
of such goods, wares or merchandize so sold or deposited, or 
pledged as aforesaid, any law, usage, or custom to the 
contrary thereof in anywise notwithstanding. 

3. Provided always, and be it further enacted, that in case 
any person or persons, body or bodies politic or corporate, 
shall after the passing of this act accept and take any such 
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goocUiy wares or merchandize in deposit or pledge fiom any 
inch person or perscms so in possession and in tmsted as 
afinresaid, without notice as aforesaid, as a security for any 
debt or demand due and owing from such person or petsoiui 
so intrusted and in possession as aforesaid^ to such person or 
persons body or bodies politic or corporate^ before the time of 
such deposit or pledge ; then and in that case such parson or 
persons and body or bodies poUtic or corporate, so accepting 
or taking such goods, wares or merchandize in deposit or 
pledge, shall acquire no further or other right, title, or in- 
terest in or upon or to the said goods, wares or merchandise, 
or any such document as aforesaid than was possessed, or 
could or might hare been enforced by the said person or 
persons so possessed and intrusted as aforesaid at the time 
of such deposit or pledge as a security as last aforesaid ; 
but such person or persons, body or bodies politic or corpo- 
rate, so accepting or taking such goods, wares, or merchan- 
dize in deposit or pledge, shall and may acquire, possess, and 
enforce such right, title, or interest as was possessed and 
might have been enforced by such person or persons so 
possessed and intrusted as aforesaid ; any rule of law, usage, 
or custom to the contrary notwithstanding. 

4. And be it further enacted, that from and after the 
first day of October, 1826, it shall be lawful to and for any 
person or persons, body or bodies poUtic or corporate, to 
contract with any agent or agents, intrusted with any 
goods, wares or merchandize, or to wh6m the same may 
be consigned, for the purchase of any such goods, wares, 
and m«:chandize, and to receive the same of and pay the 
same to such agent or agents ; and such contract and pay- 
ment shall be binding upon and good against tiie owner of 
such goods, wares and merchandize, notwithstanding such 
person or peraons, body or bodies politic or corporate shall 
have notice that the person or persons making and enter- 
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ing into such contract, on on whose behalf such contract 
is made or Altered into, is an agent or agents : provided 
such contract and payment be made in the usual and or* 
dinary course of business, and that such person or persons, 
body or bodies politic or corporate shall not, when such 
contract is entered into or payment made, have notice that 
such agent or agents is or are not authorized to sell the 
said goods, wares, and merchandize, or to receive the said 
purchase money. 

6. And be it further enacted, that from and after the 
passing of this act, it shall be lawful to and for any person 
or persons, body or bodies politic or corporate, to accept 
and take any such goods, wares, or mei^handize, or any 
such document as aforesaid, in deposit or pledge from any 
such factor or factors, agent or agents, notwithstanding 
such person or persons, body or bodies politic or corporate, 
shall have such notice as aforesaid, that the person or per<- 
sons making such deposit or pledge is or are a factor or 
factors, agent or agents ; biit then and in that case such 
person or persons, body or bodies politic or corporate, shall 
acquire no further or other right, title, or interest in or 
upon or to the said ^goods, wares or merchandize, or any 
such document as aforesaid, for the deliveiy thereof, thai^ 
was possessed, or could or might have been enforced by the 
said factor or factors, agent or agents, at the time of such 
deposit or pledge as a security aa last aforesaid ; but such 
person or persons, body or bodies politic or corporate, shall 
and may acquire, and possess, and enforce such right, title, 
or interest as was possessed and might have b^en enforced 
by such factor or factors, agent or agents, at the time of 
such deposit or pledge as aforesaid, any rule or law, usage 
or custom to the contrary notwitl^withstanding. 

6. Provided always, and be it enacted, that nothing 
herein contained shall be deemed, construed, or taken 
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to deprive or prevent the true owner or owners, or 
proprietor or proprietors of such goods, wares, or m^"- 
chandize from demanding and recovering the same fironi 
his, or her, or their factor or factors, agent or agents before 
the same shall have been so sold, deposited or fdedged^ or 
from the assignee or assignees of such fiactor or factors, 
agent or agents, in the event of his, or her, or their bank- 
ruptcy : nor to prevent such owner or owners, proprietor or 
proprietors, from demanding or recovering of and from 
any person or persons, body or bodies politic or corporate, 
the price or sum i^reed to be paid for the purchase of such 
goods, waresy or merchandize, subject to any right of 
set-off on the part of such person or persons, body or 
bodies politic or corporate, against such factor or factors, 
agent or agents, nor to prevent such owner or owners, 
proprietor or proprietors from demanding or recovering of 
and from such person or persons, body or bodies politic or 
corporate, such goods, wares or merchandize so deposited 
or pledged, upon repayment of the money or on restoration 
of the negotiable instrument or instruments so advanced or 
given on the security of such goods, wares, or merchandize 
as aforesaid, by such person or persons, body or bodies 
politic or corporate to such factor or factors, agent or agents, 
. and upon payment of such further sum of money, or on 
restoration of such other negotiable instrument or instru- 
ments (if any) as may have been advanced or given by 
such factor or factors^ agent or agents, to such owner or 
owners, proprietor or proprietors, or on payment of a sum 
of money equal to the amount of such instrument or instru- 
ments ; nor to prevent the said owner or owners, proprietor 
or proprietors, from recovering of and from such person or 
persons, body or bodies politic or corporate, any balance 
or sum of money remaining in his, her, or their hands as 
the produce of the sale of such goods, wares or merohan- 
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dize^ after deducting thereout the amount of the money or 
negotiable instrument or instruments so advanced or given 
upon the security thereof as aforesaid : provided always* 
that in case of the bankruptcy of any such factor or agent^ 
, the owner or owners* proprietor or proprietors^ of the goods, 
wares and merchandize so pledged and redeemed as afore- 
said, shall be held to have discharged fro tanto the debt 
due by him, her or them to iiA estate of such bankrupt. 

7. And whereas it is expedient to prevent the impro- 
per deposit or pledge of goods* wares, or merchandize, or 
the documents relating to such goods, wares, or merchan- 
dize intrusted or consigned as aforesaid to factors or 
agents ; be it therefore enacted, that if any such factor or 
agent, at any time after the said first day of October 1826, 
shall deposit or pledge any goods, wares* or merchandize 
intrusted or consigned as aforesaid to his or her care or ma- 
nagement* or any of the said several documents so possessed 
or intrusted as aforesaid* with any person or persons, body 
or bodies politic or corporate, as a security for any money 
or negotiable instrument or instruments borrowed or re- 
ceived by such factor or c^ent, and shall apply or dispose 
thereof to his or her own use in violation of good faith* and 
with intent to defraud the owner or owners of any such 
goods* wares, or merchandize* every person so offending, 
in any part of the United Kingdom* shall be deemed and 
taken to be guilty of a misdemeanor, and being convicted 
thereof according to law, shall be sentenced to transport- 
ation for any term not exceeding fourteen years, or to receive 
such other punishment as may by law be inflicted on persons 
guilty of a misdemeanor, and as the court before whom 
such offender may be tried and convicted shall adjudge. 

8. Provided always and be it further enacted, that no- 
thing herein contained shall extend or be construed to ex- 
tend to subject any person or persons to prosecution for 
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haying deposited or pledged any goods, ware», (nt merchan- 
dize so entrusted or consigned to bin, her, or them, pro- 
vided the same shall not be made a securityfer or snlgect to 
the payment of any greater sum or sums of money than at 
the time of such deposit or pledge was justly due er owii^ to 
such peisoD or persons from his, her, or their principal or 
principals : provided neverth^ss, that the acceptance of 
hills of exchange by such person or persons drawn by €>r 
on account of such principal or principals shall not be 
considered aa constituting any part of sucih debt so due 
and owing from such principal or principals within the 
true intent and meaning of this act, so as to excuse the 
consequence of such deposit or pledge, unless such ImUs 
shall be paid wh^i the same shall respectively become 
due. 

9. Provided also and be it further enacted, that the 
penalty by this act annexed to the commission of any oi^ 
fence intended to be guarded against by this act, shall not 
extend or be construed to extend to any partner or part- 
ners« or other person or persons of or belonging to any 
partnership, society, or firm, except only such partner or 
partners, person or persons as shall be accessary or privy 
to the commission of such offence ; any thing herein con- 
tained to the contrary in any wise notwithstanding. 

10. Provided also a9d be it further enacted, that nothing 
in this act contained^ nor any proceeding, conviction, or 
judgment to be had or taken thereupon, shall hinder, pre- 
vent, lessen, or impeaj&b any remedy at law or in equity, 
which any pj^rty or parties aggrieved by any otkjice against 
this act might Qr would have had or have been entitled to 
against 2^y m<^ ofl[ender if this act had not been made, 
nor any proce^ing, conviction, or judgment had been had 
or tak^n^ thereupon; but nevertheless, the conviction <tf 
any offender against this act shall not be received in evi- 
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dence in any action at law or suit in equity against such 
offender : and further^ that no person shall be liable to be 
convicted by any evidence whatever as an offender against 
this act in respect of any act, matter, or thing done by 
him, if he shall, at any time previously to his being in- 
dicted for such offence have disclosed any such matter or 
thing on oath under or in consequence of any compulsory 
process of any court of law or equity, in any action, suit or 
proceeding, in or to which he shall have been a party, and 
which shall have been bona fide instituted by the party ag- 
grieved by the act, matter, or thing which shall have been 
committed by such offender aforesaid. 
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CHAPTER n. 
OF STOPPAGE IN TRANSITU. 

Section 1. — Origin of this Right. 

It has been decided, that the moment goods are deliyored 
by A. to a common carrier, to be by him forwarded to B., 
the property vests in B. (a), and if they are lost, he^ and 
not the consignor, is the person to bring an action for that 
loss ; for the law considers this to be a constructiye delivery 
of the goods to B. But we must recollect, that though 
the property be in the consignee, still it is liable ix> be 
divested, under certain circumstances, by the exercise of 
the right of resumption by the consignor, whereby it ber 
comes is revested in him. (b) This constructive delivery is 
available so far as to make the carrier answerable to the 
consignee to whom he has undertaken to carry the goods, 
if they are lost or injured ; but it is null and of no effect if 
they are stopped before they have actually got into the 
possession of an insolvent vendee. It is in the interval 
between a constructive and an actual delivery that this 
right attaches. 

It is not an unlimited power that is vested in the con- 
signor, to alter the destination at his pleasure in all cases 
whatever ; but it is a privilege allowed to the seller for the 
particular purpose of protecting him against the insolvency 



(a) Dutton v. Solomons, B B. & 
P. 5S4. 



(6) Ibid. 48. 
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of the purchaser, (a) In the case of Walley v. Montgo- 
mery {b), the consignor so varied the consignment^ that hi« 
agent obtained possession of the goods, whereupon the 
consignee, being solvent, recovered their value in an action 
of trover which he brought against such agent. 

It is, moreover, a strict legal right, founded not upon 
principles of equity only, but upon the laws of property (c), 
and may be the foundation of an action of trover. It 
arises out of the ancient power and dominion of the con- 
signor over his property, which, at the time of delivering 
his goods to the carrier, he reserves to himself, {d ) It is 
therefore paramount to any sort of agreement made with- 
out his concurrence or knowledge, between the carrier and 
the consignee^ 

And as it is permitted with a view of protecting the 
vendor against any loss, it is equally operative, though 
there may have been a part payment of the price of the 
goods ; for if such an exception were once entertained, it 
would go far to destroy entirely the right of resumption ; 
since every payment, however small, even that of a far- 
thing by way of earnest, would prevent the operation of 
the general rule of stopping in transitu, (e) 

Such being the origin of this right, it becomes neces- 
sary to show, 1st, In what manner and under what circum- 
stances the consignor is allowed to exercise it. 2dly, To 
point oul the cases in which it has been extinguished be- 
fore an actual delivery. And 3dly. To define what consti- 



(a) Abbott on Shipping, citing 
the judgment in '< Tlie ConBtan- 
tia," Henrickaon^ 6 Rob. 821. 

(h) 3 £.R. 586. 

(c) 1 H. B. 366. n. per Lord 
Mansfield. 

f2 



(d) 3B. &P.49. 

(e) Hodgson v. Loy, 7 T. R. 440. 
Feise v. Wray, 3 E. R, 94. Fento* 
V. Pearson, 15 E.R.419; 



68 LIABILITIES OF 

tutes an actual delivery into the possession of the con- 



signee. 



With regard to the parties between whom this right ob- 
tains, it has been said that it never occurs but as between 
vendor and vendee, and is out of the question as betw^een 
principal and factor {a), and therefore where it is claimed 
by a factor against his principal, it must be in the charac- 
of a vendor. A tmder in England gave an order to his 
correspondent abroad to ship him certain goods, which the 
latter procured upon his own credit, without naming the 
trader here, and shipped to him at the original price, 
charging only his commission. Before the goods arrived, 
the trader became bankrupt, upon which the correspondent 
stopped them in transitu by obtaining possession of the 
bill of lading. It was contended that this being a con- 
signment from a factor to his principal, the former had no 
right to stop the goods ; but the Court held, that as the 
name of the original owner was never made known to the 
bankrupt, there was no privity between them, but that the 
factor was substantially the vendor, and therefore that he 
was justified in what he did. (b) 



Sect. 2. — In tohat manner this Right is enforced. 

An opinion once prevailed that the jonly way of stopping 
in transitu was by actual corporal touch of the goods, (c) 
The present practice is to give notice to the carrier not to 
deliver them over. The immediate effect of this notice is 



(a) Kinloch v. Craig, 8 T. R. 787. I (6) Feise v. Wray, 3 E. R. 04. 
per Eyre, C. B. | (c) 7 Taun. 170. 
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to dispossess the consignee and to reinstate the consignor 
in his original possession ; and so complete is this revesting 
of the property in him, that if the goods, notwithstanding 
the notice, are placed into the hands of the former, and 
subsequently transferred to his assignees, in case of his 
bankruptcy, they will be subject to an action of trover 
for them at the suit of the consignor, (a) A carrier also 
incurs the same liability if after such a notice and a 
tender of the freight, he should refuse to redeliver the 
goods, (b) In a case in which the owner of merchan- 
dizes on board a vessel directed the captain not to land 
them on the wharf against which the vessel was moored > 
which the captain promised not to do ; but afterwards- 
delivered them to the wharfinger, conceiving that he 
had a lien on the goods for wharfage fees ; it was held that 
the owner might maintain trover against the captain, who 
could not prove that any wharfage duty was due. (c) 

Before the commencement of an action, there must be 
a tender of the price of the carriage, (d) For, though 
this right of the owner is founded on an assumption that 
at the time of the consignment he reserved to himself the 
power of reclaiming his property, in case of the insolvency 
of the consignee ; yet this reservation must be subject to 
the pre-existing rights of the carrier ; and as the law has 
given him a lien for thel labour bestowed on the carriage 
of each particular parcel, he is entitled to his remune- 
ration previous to parting with his security for it. (e) But 
this reservation respects no other claims than those to 
which the common law gives a title to the carrier ; and, 
therefore, as he is not, from any property in his character, 
entitled to a general lien, he cannot, when goods are 



(a\ Litt V. Cowley, 7 Taun. 169. 
\b) 2 T. R. 75. 1 H. B. 366. n. 
(c) SyedsY. Hay, 4T.R.260. 



(d) 2 Sann. 47 e. n. and the ca^en. 
there cited. 

{e) 3 B. & P. 53 
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stopped in trarmtu, exact from tbe consignor before 
delivery, the payment of the general balance due to hixa 
from the consignee, (a) 

A demand of this kind having been once made^ the 
consignor, in order to repossess his goods, paid the geoi^^ 
balance due from the consignee to the carrier, under a pro- 
test, and afterwards recovered back the same from him in 
an action for money had and received, (a) It is true, in- 
deed, that a carrier by express agreement, or by so general 
a usage of trade as to warrant a {M-esumption that the con- 
signee knew and submitted to it (6), may acquire against him 
a right to retain for his general balance. This agreem^^it 
and consent, however, cannot be entered into or imlpied till 
the goods have been delivered to the carrier. But this de-- 
livery was only made to him subject to the consignor's 
right of stoppi^ in transitu, which being paramount and 
pre-existent to any contract between the consignee and the 
carrier, is the reason that it is not affected by it. Upon 
the same principle it is that the owner may stop the 
goods, if they have been assigned, before they reach the 
possessicm of the assignee (c), his right being prior to the 
assignment, and the transfer having been made without 
his concurrence. There may, however, be c<Hisiderable 
difficulty in sending any notice to a carrier who is coni* 
veying in his vessel the property of merchants from a fo- 
reign port to this country, as the ship would most probably 
be on the high seas at the time, and therefore in such cases 
a different course is pursued, though it seems that the for- 
mer one would be equally efficacious (^), if it were only 
practicable. 



(a) Opj^enheim v. RtmeU, S B. & 
P. 42. 

(5) 6 £. R. 525. 

(c) 8 B. & P. 47. admitted in 
argumeiit by botli sides. 



(d) Assignees of BtarghM v.How- 
ardy 1 H. B. 366. n. MiUs v. BaU, 
2 B. & P. 457. Thompson v. TnU, 
6 B. & C. 36. 
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Sbct. 3. — Hoio to exercise this Right when the Goods are 

at Sea, 

As the master of a ship is dischai^ed by a delivery of 
the cargo, without notice of countennandy.to the first appli- 
cant possessing the bill of lading (a), where this has been 
signed and transmitted to an insolyent consignee, it is fit 
to enquire the course necessary to be adopted by the con- 
signor, in order to obtain possession of the goods before 
they shall have reached the hands of the insolvent. In 
such a case^ he must send indorsed for delivery to a third 
person the remaining bill of ladings which, according 
to the common practice he had retained at the time of ship- 
ment; and it is the duty of this person on the immediate 
arrival of the ship to claim the goods from the master on 
presenting the bill, and to tender the freight. If the mas- 
ter refuse to deliver them up, he will be liable to an action 
for their full amount (6), and it will be no excuse that he 
surrendered them on a subsequent application made to him 
by the party in possession of the first bill of lading. The 
case of Bohtlinck v. If^Ks (c) has been ever acknowledged 
to be good law, and the points there decided are perfectly 
applicable to this portion of the subject. It was as follows : 
Crane, a merchant in London, entered into an agreement 
with Usherwood, the master of a ship, for that ship going 
to Petetsburgh, and there receiving from the factors of 
Crane a quantity of merchandize of various descriptions, 
an<i proceeding from thence to London in consideration of 



(a) Fearon y. Bowers, I H. B. 
304. n. CaJdweU v. BaU, 1 T. R. 305. 



(6) Craven v. Ryder, S Taun. 4S^ 
Ruck V. Hatfield, sh.SiA, 6S2. 
(c) 3E.R.381. 
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certain freight to be paid per ton ; for which goods the 
master was to sign the usual bills of lading, and Crane ^viras 
fully to load the ship. In consequence of this agreement 
the ship sailed to Petersburgh, and was loaded by Bohtlinck 
and Co.> on the account and risk of Crane, and one part of 
the bill of fading, directing the goods to be delivered to 
Crane or his assigns, was transmitted to him ; the other 
part, in consequence of the plaintiff's having information of 
Crane's insolvency, was afterwards sent to one Schneider, 
their agent, with directions which were at the same time 
made known to Crane, not to deliver that part to him, unless 
he gave sufficient security for the amount of the goods, 
and in default thereof, to demand back the bill of lading 
that had been sent him. Crane, however, had become a 
bankrupt before the merchandizes were delivered on board 
the ship in Russia, but after their purchase, and the de- 
fendants were his assignees. On the arrival of Hie ship 
in the Thames, Schneider demanded the goods and 
tendered the freight, the master, however, refused to 
give them up; and on a subsequent application by the 
defendants, he made the delivery to them ; whereupon the 
plaintiffs brought an action of trover against them, having 
first made a similar demand and tender to them. Law- 
rence J. in pronouncing the judgment of the Court, said 
" for the benefit of trade, a rule has been introduced into 
the common law, enabling the consignor in case of the 
insolvency of the consignee, to stop the goods consigned, 
before they come into the possession of the consignee; 
which possession, Mr. Justice BuUer, in Ellis v. jHww<, says, 
means an actual possession. That the possession of a car- 
rier is not such a possession, has been frequently determined ; 
and the question now is, whether the possession of the mas- 
ter be any thing more than that of a carrier, and not the 
actual possession of the bankrupt." He then proceeds to shew 
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that Crane, by his contract acquired only a right to load the 
ship with merchandizes^ which ;the master was bound to 
carry. But that as the possession of the ship was during 
the whole time in the master, the placing of the goods on 
board thereof, could never be deemed an actual delivery 
into the possession of Crane, and, consequently, as the 
goods were on their transit or passage at the time they were 
demanded by Schneider, they were properly stopped by 
the consignors. This decision proceeded on the ground that 
by the contract between the parties, the possession of the 
ship did not pass, for there is no doubt that a delivery on 
board a vessel of which the possession is in the vendee, is a 
delivery to the vendee himself (a), and destroys the right of 
resumption in the consignor; but in a case arising out of 
this same transaction, where the insolvency of the vendee 
was known to the vendors before the ship left Petersburgh, 
and after the goods were on board ; and where the posses- 
sion of the ship was in the vendee, so that this was an 
actual delivery to him, and according to our law would 
have barred the right of the consignor, the latter was per- 
mitted to reclaim his goods before the ship's departure, be- 
cause it was proved that by the law .of Russia, in such a 
case, the goods must be given back to the sellers or ship- 
pers, being their property, (6) So that it seems our courts 
will acknowledge the exercise of this right, on a more ex- 
tended scale than is permitted by the law of England, 
where it is agreeable to the commercial regulations of that 
kingdom where the vessel may be loading. 

Also in the case of Patten v. Thompson (c), the plaintiff 
consigned a quantity of wheat to the vendee, who, on 



(a) IE.R.523,624. 

(b) Inglis V. Uskerwood, 1 E. R. 
515,520. 



(c) 5 M. & S. 350. 
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reeeinng the bill of lading, sent it for delivery to his ftie- 
tors; before the ship's arrival both vendee and factors 
became bankrupts ; and the caigo was claimed by the 
agenit of the consignor, under the Ull of lading which had 
been in the meantime forwarded to him by his principals ; 
it was held that this was sufl&cient to re^vest the property 
in the latter, so as to enable him to maintain trover against 
the assignees of the factors, who had procured the goods 
from the captain and had sold them. In this case, the 
day before the demand made by the consignor's agent, the 
clerk of the factors had gone on board, and against the 
express orders of the captain, had obtained a sample from 
the wheat, but this the Court agreed could not be con- 
sidered as equivalent to an actual delivery* The mas- 
ter, however, is not discharged, nor is the right of stop- 
page m transitu determined by a delivery to the holder of 
a bill of lading, which was originally executed to a person 
not entitled to it. It is the practice for the master, or 
other person representing him in his absence, on accepting 
goods on board his vessel, to give a common receipt for 
them, and the party possessing this receipt retains thereby 
a controul over the goods : he may interpose a delay as to 
their delivery, and is alone entitled to the biUs of lad- 
ing, for which it is exchanged. The consignor has a right 
to demand this at the time he makes his consignment, and 
a non«compliance with this demand by the person receiv- 
ing the cargo, will not destroy his disposing power over it, 
so that if the captain or his representative, on taking the 
goods refuse to give this receipt^ and subsequently he ex- 
ecutes a bill of lading to a third person (a), or if this is 
done after a receipt has been given (i), the holder thereof 
in the one case, and the party to whom it was refused in 

(a) Ruck V. HtUfldd, 5 B. & A. 632. (6) Craven w. i2yd0r,6 Taan. 4Sft. 
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the other, is iatitled, after demanding the goods from the 
captain, to maintain an action of trover against him for 
their yalue if he fails to re-deliver them. And it makes no 
difference that by indorsements of these bills there has 
been a subsequent sale, for th^ were wnmgfully signed 
from the first, and could not operate so as to defeat the 
ownuer's right of resumption until he had parted with the 
goods. 

This action of trover is adopted in pursuance of the doo*- 
trine that a demand and refusal are evidence of a conver-^ 
sion (a), as well when accompanied with the possession of 
the goods, as when there has been a ddivery c^tbem to a 
wrong person by mistake, or contrary to the orders of the 
owner, (b) But a demand and refusal are not conclusive, 
and will not be proof of. a conversion, where it is evident 
the defendant had made no conversion, as where the goods 
have been lost or stolen through the negligence of the 
carrier, and therefore trover does not lie ; but the ownar 
may have an action on the case. Nor where it appears 
that the carrier detained them because the plaintiff refuA- 
ed to pay for the carriage of them, (c) Also it seems not 
to amount to a conversion, if the carrier upon reasonable 
doubt should refuse to deliver up the goods without fur* 
ther authcN^ty, or until the circumstances of the case are 
ascertained, (d) But if he break open a box containing 
goods, or sell them, a demand and refusal will be evidence 
of a conversion, and trover may be maintained, (c) In a 
late action (e) for ten barrels of tin, the question was 
whether there was sufficient evidence of a conversion. 



(a) Salk. 656. 

(&) Youi ▼. Harbottie, Peake's 
N.P. C. 40. Selw. N« P. SOS. n. 
IT. 



(c) 2 Sann. 47 e. n. and the 
cases there cited. 

(d) 2B.&P.4S4. 

(e) Thampwn v. TVmi, 6 B.&C. S6. 
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The plaintiffs, who were iron-merchants in London, had 
shipped this tin on board the defendant's vessel, by the 
order of May, Aleweyn & Co. the purchasers thereof, and 
the bill of lading stated them to be shipped by May, Ale- 
weyn & Co., and that they were to be delivered at Leghorn, 
to one Sonsini or his assigns. Before the ship sailed. May 
Aleweyn 8c Co. stopped payment; upon which the plaintiffs 
made a formal demand upon the captain to have the tin 
delivered up to them : but they did not make any tender 
of the freight, nor any offer of compensation for the trouble 
of unloading the ship. At that time the greater part of 
the cargo had been shipped, and the tin being a heavy 
substance, had been placed at the bottom with other goods 
over it. The captain refused to deliver it up to the plain- 
tiffs, alleging as a reason for such refusal that he had 
signed a bill of lading for some other pei*son. The Lord 
Chief Jiv^tice thought these facts were sufficient to sup- 
port the action, and the plaintiffs accordingly recovered a 
verdict. Afterwards a motion was made in the Court of 
King's Bench, to set aside the verdict and to enter a non- 
suit, on the ground that a demand and refusal, where there 
was no tender of the freight, did not amount to a conver- 
sion. But per Bayley J. " The captain said, at the time 
when the demand was made, that he had signed bills of 
lading to deliver the tin to another person, and that he 
would not deliver it to the plaintiffs. He thereby dispens- 
ed with any tender of freight. He did not allege as a 
reason for not delivering the tin that he could not get at 
it, but merely that he had signed bills of lading to another. 
That being so, I think the demand and refusal was pre- 
sumptive evidence of a conversion." 
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Sect. 4. — Intermediate Deliveries which do not determine 

the Transit, 

During the several stages of conveyance, it often hap- 
pens that pauses are made at the wharf or warehouse of 
the vendee's agents, and whether a delivery there shall de- 
termine the transit, will depend upon the degree of autho- 
rity vested in these agents by their employers. In some 
cases thev have been considered as mere middle men, in 
others as the ultimate receivers of the goods from the 
vendors for the purchasers. The distinction capable of 
being extracted from the decisions on this subject seems 
to be this — that where such agent is merely employed for 
the purpose of forwarding the cargo to its fixed and ap- 
pointed place of destination, he is to be regarded as a 
middle man, and the goods during the time of his poses- 
sion may be taken to be still proceeding on their journey. 
Accordingly a wharfinger, appointed by the vendee to 
forward the commodities according to his usual custom (a), 
a packer named by him to prepare them for the journey (6), 
a special agent residing on the road expressly engaged for 
the transmission of consignments according to their stated 
directions (c), as well as the different carriers at whose 
warehouses in distant journeys there must frequently be 
periods of intermediate delay, have all been regarded as 
middle men, in whose possession the goods may legally 
be stopped on the insolvency of the purchaser. In one case 
(d) where a bale of cloth arrived at an inn, directed to the 



(a) Hodgson v. Loy, 7 T. R. 440. 
lb) Hunt V. Ward, S T.R. 467. 
(c) Stokes s.La Riviere, 3T.R.466. 



(d) Hunter v. Beal, 3 T. R. 466, 
467. 
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vendee, notice of which was immediately sent to him, 'who 
thereupon gave directions to have it embarked onboard the 
first ship for Boston, and on its being taken to the quay 
too late for the first ship^ fresh orders came to send it by 
the next that sailed ; before which time the vendee be- 
coming a bankrupt, they were stopped by the consigncHr at 
the inn ; it was held that they were even then on their 
journey. This rule however was thought to have been car- 
ried too far here, for Lord Ellenborough, in a subsequent 
decision, in commenting on this case, said (a) '* I cannot 
but consider the transit as having been once completely at 
an end in the direct course of the goods to the vendee, t. e. 
when they had arrived at the innkeeper's, and were after- 
wards, under the immediate orders of the vendee, thence 
actually launched i^ain in a course of conveyance from 
him in their way to Boston : being in a new direction pre- 
scribed and communicated by himself: and if the transitus 
be once at an ^id the deUvery is complete, and the tran- 
siius for this purpose cannot commence de novo merely be- 
cause the goods are again sent upon their travels towards a 
new and ulterior destination/' And in the course of this 
opinion he seined to lay down this proposition, which as 
to the first point agrees exactly with what has been already 
stated, and is consistent with the existing authorities : — 
That the transUus of goods is only not at an end upon 
their reaching the agent, where they remain with him for 
the purpose of being forwarded on to some ulterior ap- 
pointed place of destination ; but that it is determined 
where the goods have so far gotten to the end of their 
journey as to be waiting foi* new orders from the purchaser 
to put them again in motion, and to communicate to them 
another substantive destination, without which orders they 

(a) Dixon y. Baldweftf 5 E. R. 184. 
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wcmld oontintte sCatiotiary. (a) The cas^ in aeeokdianee 
with the latter part of this ddotline^ will be considered 
when th« requisites of a competent delivefy afe treated of. 

Where the consignee himself, after committing an act of 
bankruptcy, has written to say that in his altered ctreum- 
stances he would not accept the goods, if done bond fidtj 
and not for the purpose of an undue preference, the con- 
signor may stop them in the hands of a middle man. Cham- 
bre, J. assented reluctantly to this doctrine, and solely from 
a dread of introducing too many nice distinctions, though 
he allowed it vested a degree of discretion in the bankrupt, 
who might be empowered to accept goods coming to him 
ftom one consignor, and to give notice to another to stop 
them on their journey. (6) The case of Dixon v. Bald- 
wen (c), however, went a step farther, and decided that 
where the consignors got possession of the goods, after 
such a delivery as would have determined the transit, in 
Qonsequ^ice of information from the consignee, of his in- 
solvency, sent before an act of bankruptcy^ that they 
might retain the possession agauist the assignees of the 
bankrupt, since a jury had found there was no undue pre* 
ference, and that it was a bon&Jide transaction. 

And although the assignee of the bill of lading, withoafe 
notice, foe a valuable consideration, may withhold the goods 
fiTom the consignor who has stopped them, for the reasons 
thaii ^ill be mentioned hereafter ; yet if the consignee to 
whom the bill of lading is indorsed, assign it over as a se^ 
curity for acceptances given by the assignee, not amount- 
ing to the value of the goods, and afterwaids by an agi^ee^ 
ment between them they become partners in the goods, by 
which agreement, it appears, titiat the consignor has not 



(a) 5 £. R. 186. I (c) 5 £. R. 175. 

lb) MUU ▼. Ballf 2 B. & P. 457. 1 
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been paid for them^ the assignee of the bill of lading can- 
not maintain trover against the consignor^ if he stop 
the goods in tnuisitu, upon the insolvency of the con- 
signee, (a) In this case it appeared that the assignee had 
by the very terms of his contract made himself the pay- 
master, and had thereby put himself in the place of the 
original consignee, so that he held the bill of lading sub- 
ject to the same rights. (6) 



Sect. 6. — Determination of this Right previous to a Delivery 

of the Goods to the Consignee. 

Secondly, We have now to consider those cases in which 
there has been an extinction of this right previous to an ac- 
tual delivery. Having shewn that this stoppage in transitu 
originates in a reservation made by the vendor, that if the 
consignee become insolvent, he may resume the goods while 
they are on their passage, and, consequently, that no con- 
tract of the purchaser without the concurrence of the seller 
can defeat it, it follows^ that any person vnthholding goods 
from a vendor who has stopped them in transitu, must 
either prove a right paramount to his, such as the lien of 
the carrier for the freight of the identical goods, or deduce 
a title under the vendor, by shewing a contract to which 
he was a party, whereby he resigned this privilege of re- 
sumption, or gave to another a power of sale, inconsis- 
tent with the retention of this right in himself. With re- 
gard to the first, the only title paramount to the consignor's, 



(a) Salonums v. Nissen, 2 T. R. 
074. 



(b) Ibid. 680. 
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is the lien of the carrier^ so that on a tender of the freight, 
he is entitled to the possession. And in a case (a) which 
decided this to he a particular and not a general lien, it 
was conceded on all sides, that though the consignee had 
assigned the goods, the vendor's right was prior to that 
of the assignee, for it was prior to that through which he 
claimed; and the consignee could assign no greater interest 
than he possessed. The misapplication of this law (i) to 
assignments made by the indorsees of bills of lading, and a 
disregard of the nature of the contract of which the bill of 
lading is evidence, as well as of the principle on which the 
right of stoppage in transitu is founded, once led to an 
erroneous opinion that the assignee of the bill of lading for 
a valuable consideration, could not retain the goods against 
a consignor who claimed them by virtue of this right. In 
discussing tEis point w^ shall arrive at the second case 
that has been mentioned, namely, where the vendor has 
resigned his right of resumption, by giving to another a 
power to seU, inconsistent with the reservation of this pri- 
vilege to himself. And in order to understand this part of 
the subject perfectly, it will be necessary to mention, very 
concisely, the peculiarities of bills of lading. From the 
days of Lord Raymond to the latest decisions, they have 
been considered as assignable property, (c) During the 
whole of that time, under many and very different circum- 
stances, it has been the constant usage of merchants to 
treat them as negotiable instruments. The transfers of 
property effected by them, and the party to whom the 
right accrues, according to the different terms in which 
the indorsements are couched, have been shewn in that 
part of this treatise in which it was considered to whom the 



(a) Oppenheim v. RusseU, 3 B. & 
P. 42. 

(b) 1 H. B. 863, 364. 



(c) Ld. Raym. 271. 2 ;r. R. 76< 
5T.R. 688. 
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right of action beloaged for damage inflicted on die goods. 
And so beneficial for the expeditioas operations of trade 
has been this mode of assignment^ that in certain cases in 
which the indorsement of the bill of lading would not 
operate as a transfer at the common law, the legislature (a) 
has interposed to supply the deficiency. The bill of lading 
contains a description of the property shipped by the 
consignor on board a vessel ; three of these are signed by 
the captain^ on receiving the goods ; their purport is, to de- 
liver the same to ^'the order of shippers or assigns/' and it 
is the practice for the shipper to transmit one of these, in- 
dorsed with his name to the consignee. The^full efiect of 
this indorsement was explained in the special verdict found 
in the case ofLickbarraw v. Mason (&) which is in these 
terms. ** By the custom of merchants, bills of lading for 
the delivery of goods to the order of shipper or his assigns, 
are, after the shipment and before the voyage performed, 
negotiable and transferable by the shipper's indoreement 
and delivery, or transmitting of the same to any other per- 
son, and by such indorsement and delivery or transmission, 
the property in such goods is transferred to such other per- 
son. Also, by the same custom, indorsements of bills of 
lading in blank, may be filled up by the person to whom 
they are so delivered or transmitted, with words ordering 
the delivery to be made to such person, and the same when 
filled up, have the same operation and effect as if it had 
been done by the shipper." A consignor, therefore, (since 
the law considers him to be cognizant of the customs of 
merchants,) by the transmission of indorsed bills of lading 
to a consignee, gives him the power of negotiating the same. 
So that by assigning them to a third person, for a valuable 
consideration he may sell the cargo, receive the price, and 

(a) 6 a. 4. c. 94. 8. 2, S, 4. ' (6) 5 T. R. 085. 
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transfer the property. If, after this assigninent, the con* 
aignee becomes insolvent, may the unpaid consignor, who 
might have certainly stopped the goeds before they reached 
the actual possession of the consignee if he had not as- 
signed the bill of lading, exercise his right of resumption, 
against this assignee who had obtained the bill of lading 
for a valuable consideration, without notice that the con- 
signor had not been paid for the goods ? The great case of 
lAckbamm v. Mason, which was argued many times, and 
was twice earned up to the House of Lords, has decided 
that by such an assignment, the original control of the 
consignor is at an end, though the transit had not been 
determined. For the contract of assignment being only 
available by means of a power conferred by himself, the 
presumption is, that it had his full consent ; and the reser- 
vation of a right of resumption in himself is inconsistent 
with an absolute power of sale delegated to another. These 
will appear to be the grounds of the decision in that and 
the subsequent cases on this subject. 

An action of trover for a cargo of com was brou^t by 
liickbarrow and another, as assignees of die bill of lading, 
against the defendants, who wore the agents of the con- 
signors, and on the trial these facts were proved. Turing 
and Son^ merchants at Middlehourg, on the 22d of July, 
1786, shipped this cargo on booed the Emdeavour (ot Liver- 
pool, by the order and on the account of Freeman. On 
accepting the goods, the master signed four bills of lading 
in the usual form, unto order or to assigns ; two of these 
were indorsed by Turing and Son in blank, and sent on the 
22d of July, 1786, to Freeman, together with an invoice of 
the goods ; another of the bills was retained by them, and 
the remaining one by the master. On the 26th of July, 
1786, Turing and Son drew four bills of exchange on 
Freeman, amounting in all to 477/. in respect of these 

g2 
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goods^ which were accordingly accepted by Freeman. On 
the 25th of July, 1786, Freeman assigned the two bills of 
lading to the plaintiffs^ and at the same time drew bills of 
exchange upon them for 520/. which they accepted, and 
afterwards paid. Freeman became a bankrupt on the 15th 
of August, 1786, being then indebted to the plaintifis in 
the sum of 542/., and before the bills drawn on him by 
Turing and Son had become due. These bills were regu- 
larly protested, and ultimately taken up by Turing and 
Son as the drawers, who had never been paid the price of 
this com. On hearing of Freeman's bankruptcy, Turing 
and Son indorsed the bill of lading so retained by them, 
and sent it to the defendants. On the vessel's arrival at 
Liverpool with the goods on board, the defendants pro- 
duced this bill of lading to the captain, and applied for 
the goods, who thereupon delivered them up, and the 
defendants subsequently sold them on the account, and to 
and for the use and benefit of Turing and Son. Before 
the commencement of this action, the plaintiffs demanded 
the goods of the defendants, and tendered to them the 
freight, but neither the plaintiffs nor Freeman offered to 
pay them for the goods, (a) 

When this case first came before the Court of King's 
Bench, Mr. Justice Ashurst began his judgment with this 
proposition: (b) "We may lay it down as a broad gene- 
ral principle, that whenever one of two innocent pensons 
must suffer for the acts of a third, he who has enabled 
such third person to occasion the loss must sustain it." 
He then agrees with the opinion of Lord Mansfield in 
Wr^ht V. Campbellj which will be noticed hereafter, and 
concludes thus :— '* Now, in this cas^ the goods were trans- 
ferred by the authority of the vendor, because he gave the 

(a) 2 T. R. 63, (ft) ibid. 7D. 
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▼endee a power to transfer them ; and being sold by his 
authority, the property is altered." It having been urged 
in argument, that this would be a hardship on the con- 
signor, Mr. Justice BuUer said — ^' There is no weight in 
the argument of hardship on the vendor, because he has 
parted with the legal tide to the consignee" (a) ; and 
Orose, J. added (6), '' A bill of lading carries credit with it ; 
the consignor, by his indorsement, gives credit to the bill of 
lading, and on the faith of that, money is advanced." The 
same principle was recognized when this judgment was 
reversed in the Exchequer Chamber. Lord Loughborough 
said (c), *' The question is, whether the plaintiffs have a 
superior legal title to that right which, on principles of 
natural justice, the original owner of goods not paid for 
has, to maintain the possession of that which he actually 
holds at the time of the demand ?" And afterwards he 
adds, ** The general property remains with the shipper of 
the goods, until he has disposed of it by some act sufficient 
to transfer the furoperty." The special verdict whicl^ 
decided that the indorsing a bill of lading was such an act^ 
was found after that judgment had been reversed, and a 
venire de novo awarded by the House of Lords., (d) In the 
case abovementionedy Lord Loughborough further said, 
'* that the, purchaser places no credit in the consignee, but 
in the indorsement produced to him, which is the act of 
the consignor'' (e); and afterwards his Lordship added (f), 
" the question on the right of the consignor to stop and 
retain the goods* can never occur, where the factor has 
acted strictly according to the orders of his principal, and 
where, consequently, he has bound him by his contract." 
Succeeding decisions also have assented to and acknow- 



(a) 2T.R.75. 
(6) Ibid. 76. 
(c) 1 H. B. %S% 



(d) 5T.R.68S. 

(e) 1 H. B. 8(». 
C^) Ibid. 867. 
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ledged tbe justice of this principle. Lord Ai^anley, m 
dislingiushing the case b^oire him from that just men* 
tioned^ thus expressed himadf: — ''Where the consignor 
himself had enabled the consignee to raise money upon 
his goodsy it would ha^e ben monstrous to ponnit thq 
consigoory after a credit obtained by means of his own 
bills of lading, to take the goods out of the hands of an 
assignee in fact claiming under himself." (a) And Cham- 
br6y J. in the same case, in allusion to the indorsement of 
the bill of lading, said — ** It is an imtrument under th« 
hand of the consignor himself, and the consignee acts as 
his agent in the disposition of the ptoperty ; it is an as- 
signment by the consignor himself." (^) Lord Ellenbo- 
rough also, in a modem decision (c), assented to the case 
<tf Lkkbarrmo t. Ma»on. " The prin^pal/' says his Lord'^ 
ship, ** who trusts his factor with the power to sell abso- 
Itttdy, shall so fiir be bound by his aett" and again, *^ I 
consider the indorsement of a bill of lading, apart fiom all 
fraud, as giving the indcnrsee an irrevocable, uncounter- 
mandable ti^t to receive the goods." The judgment in 
the case of Wright r. Campbell (d) proceeded on the ground 
of fraud ; but independently of that, Lord Mansfield laid 
it down, that ** if the goods are bond fidt sold by the fac^ 
tor at sea, (as they may be where no other delivery can be 
given,) it will be good notwithstanding the stat. 21 Jac. L 
c. 19. ; the vendee shall hold thmn by virtue of the bill of 
sale, though no actual possesion is deliyered; and the 
owner can never dispute with the vendee, became the goods 
were sold hwA fide, and by the owner's own authority." 

It appears, therefore, fiom all these decisions, that a 
consignor, by omitting to describe the consignee as factor 
(when he is not a vendee), gives to him a power of abso- 

(a) 3 B. & P. 49. t (c) NewBomy, 7AoniloN,e E.R,41. 

(ft) Ibid. p. 64. I ((i) Burr. R. SMS. t051. 
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lute sale: however, if the latter, aotwithstanding that 
omi8si<Hi, discloae to the assignee of the bill of lading that 
he is acting in the capacity of a factor, no presumption 
will ari^e that the consignor consented to the sale without 
the reservation of his right to stop the goods tit transitu ; 
for the fieu^tor was entitled subject to that right, and it mat- 
ters not from what source the assignee of the bill is in- 
formed that he is not dealing with a principal, whether it 
be from perscnal ccanmunkation, or from the indorsement 
of the consignor ; in which case Lord Mansfield has said, 
in allusion to the bill of lading {a), *' that if the factor 
makes it over toith notice to a third person^ then it may be 
followed in the hands of such third person ; for, in such 
case, it remains in his hands just as it did in. the hands of 
the factor himself." It being then by virtue of the power 
he has conferred on the &ctor, that the principal becomes 
bound by his act, if the fQrme? exceed his authority, t^e 
latter ought to be discharged ; and i^ by the }aw mer* 
chant, the factor who is empowered to seV has no right to 
pledge either the goods or the bills of lading of his princi- 
pal, if he wanders frop^ his commission in these particu- 
lars, the burden should hH on him only. 

Accordingly where a. factor depQsited the bills of ladif^g 
as a security for advances m^d« to hw by a pei^son who 
had no notice tb^Lt be wf^ not th? rof^l owoer, and became 
bankrupt before the g0pd9 ^ved» it w^s held tbat the con- 
sqipior'a right tQ ^top th^Hi was not tbereby defeated, as h^ 
had neither e9cpre«sly |ior impliedly assented to such a conr 
tract (&) ; howevei, w a l^t^ ^ct of Parliament (c) has given 
to the holders of the bills of lading and of other document^ 
of goods, in such a case, a pow^ of pledg)!^ t\^^. same, whe- 



(a) Burr. Rep. 2050. (fr) Newsom v. Thornton, 6 E. R* 17. 

(6)6G.4. C.94. 
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ther this would operate in barring the consignor's right of 
resumption under similar circumstances in future, is worthy 
of consideration^ particularly as a subsequent section (s. 3.) 
provides, that the person so receiving in deposit or pledge 
(without notice) shall acquire no further interest or right 
than might have been enforced by the party depositing 
the same at the time of the deposit or pledge. As it is 
also beyond the factor's authority to assign the biUs of 
lading without a good consideration, the consignor's tide 
founded on the right of stoppage in transitu, will prevail 
against the claim of such an assignee* (a) But in this 
case the bond Jide acceptance of a bill of exchange is a 
good consideration for the assignment of the bill of lading, 
though the assignee at the time knew that the consignor 
had not been paid in money for the goods, unless he was 
also aware that the consignor by the terms of his dealing 
with the consignee, had bargained for or expected that the 
payment should precede the assignment of the bill of 
lading, {b) It is the indorsement that binds the consignor ; 
so that if he send the bills of lading im-indorsed, the factor 
has no power of disposal ; but if there be special facts, such 
as a letter stating^ that this was an erroneous omission^ 
and that it should be rectified, these wiU be considered 
equivalent to an indorsement, (a) However, by the fourth 
section of the above-mentioned statute, any person may 
contract with an agent entrusted with goods, or to whom 
the same may be assigned, for the purchase thereof, and 
may receive the same of and pay the same to such i^ent, 
and such purchase shall be good if made in the ordinary 
course of business, provided he did not know that sudi 
agent had no authority to sell, (c) 



(a) Nix V. Olive f Abbott on Ship- 
fiag, 39a. 



(6) Cwmng V. BrowHf 9 £. R. 
506. 

(c> 6G.4. c. 94. s. 4. 
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In the preceding pages^ it has been shewn that a termi- 
nation of the right of stopping in transitu may be effected 
previous to an actual delivery to the consignee, by proving 
the existence of a contract, whereby the vendor has given to 
him an absolute power of sale,andthishas been demonstrated 
to have been often implied from his having made an un- 
conditional and general indorsement of the bill of lading ; 
but this is only one of the various ways of establishing this 
contract, for there are many cases in which it has been 
held that if the first vendor does any thing which can be 
considered as sanctioning the sale by his vendee, that de- 
stroys all right of the former to stop in transitu, (a) The 
defendants (b), Hughes and Co. had made a sale of a quan- 
tity of timber to one Dixon, and had taken his bills, pay- 
able in three months, for the price. Dixon subsequently 
sold this timber to the plaintiff Stoveld, who thereupon 
came to the wharf and told one of the defendants of his 
purchase from Dixon, to which he answered that it was 
very ujell, and having shown the plaintiff where it lay, the 
latter placed his mark upon it. Afterwards, these bills of 
Dixon's having been dishonoured, the defendant stopped 
the timber in transitu^ whereupon the plaintiff recovered its 
value in an action of trover. Lord EUenborough said^ ** The 
defendants were the only persons who could contravene the 
sale and delivery to the plaintiff from the Dixons; and when 
that sale was made known to the defendant Hughes he 
assented to it, by saying very well, and to the marking of 
the plaintiff's timber which took place at the same time. 
If that be not an executed delivery, I know not what is 
so." And Grose, J. added, ^' There was an express assent 
by the defendants to the transfer of the property &om the 
Dixons to the plaintiff." In the case of Hawes and ano- 

(a) 2 fi. Ac C. 64S. per Bayley, J. (6) Stoveld t. Hughes, U £. R. tOS. 
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ther V. Watwn and anotfier (a), it was proTed that Mo- 
beriy and Co. had bought one hundred casks of tallow tbe& 
lying at the defisndanta' wharf, from Raikes and Co» ; sumI 
that on the same day Raikea and Co* had givoii a writt^i 
order upon the defendants tQ weig^, ddiver, tianafer^ or 
i^house the tallow ; afterwards Moberly and Co* sold tb^ 
same to the plainti£b, and sent to them the transfer note^ 
signed by the defendants, by which they acknowledged to 
hold the tallow as their agents. Whereupon the plaintiffs 
gave Moberly and Co. their acceptances for £2880. the 
price agreed upon. Moberly and Co. stopped paymentwith-* 
out haying paid Raikes and Co. for the tallow, upon which 
the latter claimed to stop it in tramiiUy and ordered tho 
defendants not to deliver it oTor. But per Abbott, C. J. 
'^ The plaintiffs in this case paid their money upon the 
faith of the transfer note, signed by the defendants^ by 
which they acknowledged that they held the tallow as 
their agents. If we were now to hold that notwitb^ 
standing that acknowledgment and that payment the 
plaintiffs are not entitled to recover, we should enable the 
defendants to cause an innocent man to lose his money. 
To hold that the doctrine of stoppage in transitu applied to 
such a case as the present, would have the efieet of 
putting an end to a very large portion of the commerce of 
the city of London." And Bayley, J. said, ^^ This ap* 
pears to me very different from the ordinary case of vendor 
and vendee. In such cases justice requires that the ven*' 
dee shall not have the goods unless he pays the price. If 
he cannot pay the price, the vendor ought to have the 
goods back ; but if the question arises not between the 
original vendor and the original vendee, but between the 

(a) 2B.&C. 540. 
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original vendor and a purchaser trom the vendee, that 
purchaser having paid the full price for the goods, what is 
the honesty and equity and justice of the case ? Sursly 
that the vendee who has paid the price shall be entitled to 
the possession of the goods* I am of opinion that when 
Messrs. Raikes and Co. signed the order to transfer, 
wagh and deliver, that, according to the settled course 
and usage of trade, enabled Moberly and Co. to sell the 
goods i^ain. There are many cases in which it has been 
held that if the first vendor does any thing which can be 
considered as sanctioning the sale by his vendee, that de- 
stroys all right of the former to stop in transitu.'^ 



Sect. 6. — The reqtUsitei of a cmipetent DeSvety. 

Thirdly — It remains now to point out what is requisite 
to constitute an actual delivery into the possession of the 
consignee^ so as to determine the transit. In this there is 
a decided distinction between ship-carriers and such as 
are inland. With regard to the former, when goods are 
imported from foreign countries, they are brought under a 
bill of lading, which is merely an undertaking to carry 
from port to port. A ship trading from one port to another 
has not the means of forwarding the goods on land, and 
therefore, by the established course of trade, a delivery on 
the usual wharf will discharge the ship carrier (a), and be 
considered as a performance of his undertaking. The con- 
tract, too, of this species of carrier, being to deliver at the 

(a) 5.1. R. per BiiUer, J. 870. 
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the destined port, tfaue consignee, it seems, cannot go oixt to 
sea to meet the ship, and so by obtaining possession of the 
cargo, detenooine the transit before its torival at -it& des- 
tination, for this would affect the consignor's right to stop 
it at any time before the completion of the voyage, (a) 
But with r^ard to the land-carrier, it is said, that if the 
vendee meet them on the road and take them into his own 
possession, the goods will then have arrived at their jour- 
ney's end with reference to the stoppage. (6) And though 
this carrier may have reached his warehouse, his liability 
continues as long as he is possessed, either personally or by 
means of his servants, of commodities for the purpose of 
conveyance ; for the law making these persons answerable 
as insurers was estabUshed to prevent fraud, and would be 
of little importance unless they were also bound to see that 
the goods were carried home to their place of destination ; 
since as many frauds may be practised in the delivery as 
in the carriage of them, (c) But the right of resumption 
exists until a competent delivery, such as would dischai^e 
the carrier ; and therefore, as he is liable if goods are • 
lost either by the innkeeper at whose house he puts up (d), 
or by the porter whose duty it is to deliver them out (e) ; 
it seems they may be stopped by the exercise of this right 
in the possession of either of these persons before they 
have reached the owner. 

This difference in the ingredients necessary to constitute 
a sufficient delivery by the inland and foreign ship^K^arrier, 
seems not to be incidental to their respective characters^ 
but to arise from the nature of their respective contracts ; 



(a) Hoht V. PowMitt, 2 B.& P. 
4S1. n. 1 Esp. N. P. C. 240. 

(h) 2 B. & P. 4G1. per Lord Al- 
▼anley. 



(c) 6 T. R. 399. per Grose, J. 

(d) Ibid. S96. 

(e) Smith v. Home, 9 MQorey 
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the latter tmdertaking by the bill of lading to convey From 
port to port, is discharged by a delivery pursuant to the 
undertaking ; the former contracting to deliver to the con- 
signee, is bound to the performance of an actual delivery in 
accordance with his contract ; though, if he (a) had only 
agreed to convey generally from one place to another^ a 
delivery at the latter place would have discharged him, 
as that at the port does the ship-carrier, as in the 
case of Garside v, Trent and Mersey Navigation {b) ; 
where the defendants had undertaken to carry goods from 
Stourport to Manchester, from whence they were to be 
forwarded on to Stockport by another carrier. On reach- 
ing Manchester the goods were deposited in the warehouse 
of the defendants, and before the Stockport carrier arrived, 
were destroyed by an accidental fire. It was held that 
their responsibility as common carriers ceased with the de- 
livery of the goods at the warehouse ; and the defendants 
could not be answerable as warehousemen for such an acci- 
dent when there was no laches imputable to them. Though, 
from the case of Hyde v. Trent and Mersey Navigation (c), 
it is clear that if the contract had been to deliver the goods 
at Manchester, the defendants would have been liable as 
coinmon carriers until an actual delivery. The custom 
and usage of particular places are sometimes called in aid 
to explain the contract of the carrier (d) ; thus a hoyman, 
who brings goods from an outport into the port of London, 
is not discharged by landing them at the usual wharf, but 
is bound to take care and send them out by land to the 
place of consignment. Also(e), by the custom of the 
river Thames, if the consignee send a lighter to fetch the 



<a) 5 T. R. 896. 
lb) 4T.R. 681. 
Ic) ST.R. S8Q. sua. 



(d ) Abbott on Shipping/ p. 249. 
(tf) Ibid. WardeU v. MourOhfaH, 
2Eq>.N.P.C*60S« 
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goods, the master is bound to watch thorn ia the ligbter 
until it is fully laden ; but it is doubted whether he is 
further bpund to take care of the lighter qfier it is fully 
laden until the time when it can be properly removed from 
the ship to the wharf. 

A contract to make a right and true delivery of the cargo, 
agreably to the bills of lading, is satisfied by the delivery of 
the nymber of chests constitnting the cargo ; and if the 
contents of any of them turn out to be damaged by the 
negUgence of the master and crew^ this is subject matter 
for an action against the master, but it does not amount to 
a non-performance of that contract, (a) 

Where goods where shipped on account of the consignee, 
and the bill of lading sent to him was unkidorsed, and the 
captain gave up the goods to the party producing such 
billy this was held to be a valid delivery, as between con- 
signor and coDsig^nee, though the former might be entitled 
to redress from the captain who had parted with the pos-* 
session, without a competent authority from the shipper, (fi) 

However, it is not necessary that there should be an 
actual delivery into the very hands of the purchaser. In 
£//is against Hunt (c), the consignee of goods in London 
became bankrupt ; his provisional assignee went to the inn 
where they were deposited and put his mark upon them. 
This was held to be equivalent to a delivery to the bank- 
rupt, so that the consignor could not afterwards stop them, 
because they were no longer in transitu. The change of 
mark from A. to B. on bales of goods in a warehouse, by 
the direction of the parties, was clearly held by the House 
of Lords to operate as an actual delivery of the goods, (d) 



(a) Daoid$im ▼. Gwynne, 12 E.R. 
381. 
(6) Coxe V. HmF4m, 4 E. R. 811. 



(c) 3 T. R. 464. 

(/) 14 E.R. 81S. per Ld. Ellenb. 
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Also if the vendor give over the key of his warehouse to 
the putcfaaser, the possession of the latter is complete, (a) 
Moreover the lading o£ goods in a (oieiga country, on 
board of a vessel wholly chartered by the vendee, the pos* 
session of which is in him at the time^ determines the tran- 
sit, (h) But if the ordinances of that countiy permit the 
consignor, under these circumstances, in case of the bank- 
ruptcy of the consignee, to reclaim the goods, he will be pro- 
tected in so doing by our courts, although there had been 
a competent deUvery, according to the law of England, to 
defeat the vendw's right of resumption, (c) So where the 
warehouse of the carrier is the place of final delivery and 
the goods are deposited there^ the journey is at an end (d) ; 
and it is said, that if a man be in the habit of using the 
wardiouse of a wharfinger as his own, and make that the 
repOMtory of his parcels, and dispose of them there, that 
the delivery is complete when his goods have arrived 
there, (e) When commodities are to be transmitted to the 
vendee at a particular place, the transituSf in general, con- 
tinues until they are given up to him there* But if he by 
his own act prevents the delivery, which otherwise in 
the ordinary course would be made, and does any thing 
equivalent to taking possession, the transUvs is thereby ter- 
minated ; and, therefone, where the vendee of several hogs- 
heads of sugar, upon receiving from the carrier notice of 
their arrival, took samples from them, and for his own conve- 
nience desired the carrier to let them remain in his ware- 
house^ until he should receive further directipns, and before 
they were removed he became a bankrupt, it was held, that 



(a) 3 T. R. 468. 

(6) Fowler against M^Taggart^ 1 
£.R.52a.; 7T.R. 442. 

(c) iHgliiB against Ugherwood^ 1 
E. R. 515. 



(d) Rawe v. Pickford, 8 Tann. 



83. 



(e) 3 B. & P. 127. Per Cham- 
br6, J. 
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the transitus was at an end« and that the vendor was not 
entitled to stop them. And Holroyd, J. said, that from 
the moment the samples were taken, the carrier ceased to 
retain that character, and became a mere bailee, (a) It is 
the same when the goods have reached the possession of 
the agent appointed to receive them on account of the ven- 
dee {b), or are waiting there for new orders from the pur- 
chaser to put them again in motion and to communicate to 
them another substantive direction, without which orders 
they would continue stationary (c); also when this new di- 
rection is the result of a discretion previously vested in such 
agent by his employer, (d) And if, before embarkation, 
the purchaser receive the goods, and subsequently ship 
them, the transit is at an end. As in a case where the ven- 
dee went from London to Glasgow, and bought some hand- 
kerchiefs there, which were shipped for London, at Leith, 
and the Leith shipping company gave an acknowled^ent 
that they had received the goods from the vendee. It was 
held, that this was a delivery into the actual possession of 
the purchaser at Leith, and that no subsequent stoppage 
of them in transitu could take place, (e) 

If a part of the goods sold by an entire contract, are 
delivered, the transitus is at an end as to the whole, where 
no circumstances exist indicating an intention either pre- 
vious to or at the time of the delivery to separate that part 
of the cargo from the rest. {/) But such a partial delivery 
must, as far as it goes, be complete, and made into the pos- 
session of the consignee or his agent, (g) Where there is 



(a) Fo9ter v. Frampton, B. & 
C. 107. 
(6) ScoU V. Pettit, S B. & P. 472. 

(c) 5 E.R. 186, per Lord Ellen- 
borough. 

(d) Leeds v. Wright, 3 B. & P. 
S20. 



(e) Noble v. Adams, 7 Tanii. 59. 

(/) Sluhey v. Hepward, 2 H.B. 
504. 1 B.&C. 183.185. 

(g) Hamfnond v. uinderson, IB. 
&P. N.R. 69. 
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any act necessary to be performed by the carrier previous 
to giving up the cargo, the right of stoppage in transitu 
continues till there has been a delivery preceded by the 
performance of such act. As in a case (a) where the car- 
rier delivered part of the goods at the wharf of the con- 
signee, and it was the course of dealing between the 
parties previous to a transfer of possession, to weigh the 
goods, in order to ascertain the freight ; and whilst this 
part was on the -wharf and before any of it was weighed, the 
consignee became bankrupt, whereupon the carrier re- 
placed these goods on board his vessel ; it was held, that 
this was no delivery, either of the whole or part of the car- 
go, but that the consignor was entitled to the goods, they 
having been rightly stopped in transitu. So where there 
was a contract of sale, for some starch, which was to be 
weighed before delivery, in order to asceilain the price, and 
at the time of the bankruptcy of the vendee a part of it 
had been weighed and delivered, and the remainder was at 
a warehouse preparatory thereto, at the expence of the ven- 
dor. The Court decided, that notwithstanding such par- 
tial delivery, which was complete as to the starch that had 
been weighed, the vendor was justified in retaining the 
residue which was still unweighed in the warehouse. (6) 
In like manner Lord Kenyon determined that the right of 
the consignors of wine to stop it in transitu, continued 
while it was qui in custodia legis in the king's warehouse 
till the duty was paid ; before which the consignee had no 
title to the actual possession, (c) It is to be observed, 
that the lien of the carrier survives the right of resumption 
of the consignor, for as has already been shewn, the latter 



(a) Craw$haw v. Eades, 1 B. & C. 

181. 
(6) Hanton ▼. Meyer, 6 E. R. 614. 

H 



(c) Northey ▼. FUM, 2 Espu 
N.P.C. 61». 
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is at an end when there has been a complete delivery of part 
of an entire cargo {a); but the master may keep back any 
portion of the merchandize for the freight of all that is con- 
signed to the same person, as in the case of Sodergreen r. 
Night {b), in which a part of a cargo of tar had beea de- 
livered to the consignee, and the master, on a suspicion of 
his insolvency, was allowed to retain the residue as a se- 
curity for the freight of the whole consignment. 

With a competent deUvery of the goods in good condi^ 
tion, ends the responsibility of the common carrier. Hav- 
ing now traced this from its beginning, and examined its 
extent at common law, its limitations by special acceptances, 
its variations by acts of the consignors or of the carriers 
and their servants, how it is affected by the exercise of the 
right of stoppage in transitu, to whom this privilege belongs, 
and the requisites of a competent delivery, it will be neces- 
sary to consider what are the rights to which the carrier is 
entitled, in order to obtain compensation for the services he 
has rendered, and the risks he has mn. 



(a) 1 B. & C. 183, per Bayley. | (6) 6 £. R.622. 
Slubey v. Heyward, 2 H. B. 504. | 
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CHAPTER I. 



The rights of common carriers may be comprised under 
the different methods which the law has reserved to them 
for the recovery of their hire. If goods are brought to 
them for the purpose of conveyance, no action will lie 
against them for a refusal to accept them, unless there was 
at the same time a tender of their carriage-price, (a) If they 
undertake to carry them, without having been previously 
paid, the law presumes that they consider the possession 
of the goods as a sufficient security for their expected re- 
muneration ; and in conformity with this presumption it 
authorizes them to retain this possession at the conclusion 
of the journey, until they have received satisfaction for 
their labour and trouble ; and this is the origin of their 
Jien. If they have parted with this security before the 
payment of their hire, recourse must be had to an action 
at law for the recovery of the same ; and under this part of 
the subject will be considered their right to freight, as well 

(a) Jaektony, Rogen, SShow. S27. 
H 2 
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when it is claimed after the completion of the voyage, as 
when it arises from the marine law pro rati iiineris peracU, 
And lastly, if the goods have been thrown overboard, as it 
will be shown hereafter in cases of urgent necessity they 
may legally be, the carriers will have a right, upon the ad- 
justment of the average, to have a due allowance made for 
the freight they would have earned for the carriage of those 
goods, had not their arrival at the destined port been pre- 
vented by a necessary act of jettison. It remains, there- 
fore, to consider these separate rights in the order in which 
they would most probably arise. 1st, Before the goods are 
dehvered over. 2dly, After the possession of them is parted 
with. And lastly. When they have been lost or spoiled by 
lawful ejection. 



Sect. 1. — The Lien of the Carrier. 

LiBNS (a) are either by the common law, usage, or 
agreement. Carriers have no general lien at common 
law. By the custom of the realm conmion carriers are 
bound to caiTy the goods of the subject for a reasonable 
reward, by force of which they have a lien only for the car- 
riage price of the particular goods (6); for as the law im- 
poses the burden, it also gives them the power of retaining 
for . their indemnity. If they claim a general lien from 
the usage of trade, it must be universally known:; for no 
such usage would be sufficient to bind other parties, 
unless it were so general as to furnish an inference that 
the person who dealt with the carrier had knowledge of it, 

(a) Rushforth v. Hadfield, 6 £. R. 522. (6) Ibid. 525. 
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and so to warrant a conclusion that he contracted with him 
on that ground ; as it may therefore arise on an implied 
contract, of course it may be established by express agree- 
ment between the parties. 

It is an unsettled point whether any stipulations on the 
part of the carrier will be sufficient to bind the goods of 
the principal for the debt of the factor, to whose order they 
have been consigned. A carrier (a) had given notice that 
all goods would be subject to a lien, not only for the freight 
of the particular goods, but also for any general balance 
due from their respective owners. It was held that this 
notice did not authorize him to retain the goods of the 
principal for a general balance due to him from the factor, 
though they were addressed to the latter ; and even if the 
notice had been that all goods to whomsoever belonging 
should be subject to a lien for any general balance due 
from the person to whom they were addressed, it seems 
doubtful whether it would have been of any avail ; for 
Holroyd, J. there said, that a factor cannot by any agree- 
ment, either express or implied from the course of dealing, 
subject the property of his consignor and employer to the 
payment Of his own debts ; and Best, J. doubted whether 
a carrier could make so unjust a regulation. (6) 

As the claim of a general lien is an incroachment on the 
common law, it U to be regarded Tnth great jealousy ; and 
the implied contract, resulting from general usage on which 
it is attempted to be established, must be supported by very 
conclusive testimony. Therefore (c) where the jury found 
that the plaintiffs had no knowledge of such usage, though 
there was proof unopposed by other evidence of its having 
been exercised by the defendant and various other common 



(a) Wright v. ShuU and others^ 
6 B. & A. 360. 
(5) Ibid. S54, 355. 



(c) Rushforth ▼. Hadfteldy 7 E. R. 
224. 
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(carriers throughout the neighbourhood for ten or twelve 
years befbre> and in one instance so far back as thirty years, 
the Court refused to grant a new trial. 

But although there be an agreement Rmt a general li«i 
between the carrier and consignee, this will not affisct 
the right of stoppage 'in transitu inherent in the consignor ; 
and therefore upon giving notice of his intention to exer- 
cise this privilege, he will be entitled to a redelivery, upon 
payment of the carriage price of the particular consign- 
ment, (a) 

When goods on board a vessel are detadned by the ship- 
owner for the payment of freight, it is necessary that the 
party so retaining should be legally in possession of the 
ship ; for a person cannot have a lieti upon goods who 
has not in law the possession of them. (A) This, however, 
will depend upon the terms of the charterparty explained by 
the intention of the parties apparent thereon. According to 
the usual tenor of these instruments, the owners generally 
covei^ant to provide a sufficiency of tackle and mariners, and 
to fit the ship in every respect for performing the voyage (c); 
and by the stipulations contained in some charterpar- 
ties(ft), retain such a controul over it, as to be 'considered 
in the legal possession of the ship and goods during the 
voyage, by means of the master and crew as their servants* 
and consequently on arriving at its destination, the goods 
on board being in the eye of the law in their possession, 
they have a lien thereon for the stipulated hire of the 
ship. 

On the other hand there are to be found instances {3) 



(a) Of/tpenheim ▼. AmmK, 8 B.& 
P. 42. 

(6) SwiUe ¥. Canqnofi, 2 R & A. 
61(k 



(e) Beawes, Lex Merc. 187. 
(<f > CkrittU V. LewU^ 2B.&B. 
421. 
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\¥herein the charter-parties have contained such apt and 
comprehensive words of demise^ unrestrained by other ex- 
pressionsy that the possession has been thereby actually 
transferred from the owner to the charterer, in which case, 
not having the possession, the former can exercise no right of 
lien upon the goods. As it is of infinite importance in every 
case to know in whom is the possession of the vessel, not 
only in order to ascertain who is intitled to the lien, but 
also to discover who is the carrier of the goods, or to whose 
possession they are entrusted by the bailors ; and further, 
if commodities purchased in a foreign country for the char- 
terer be dehvered on board, for the purpose of conveyance 
to him, in order to know whether such delivery is complete 
or not ; because if the possession of the ship be in the 
charteter, such delivery is perfect and cannot (as has been 
shown) be divested by a stoppage m transitu : but if the 
possession be in the owner, the goods so put on board are 
still in their transit to the vendee, and may be stopped (a); 
for these reasons I shaU extract such general rules from the 
cases decided on this subject as may assist in leading to 
this discovery. 

The common law construes charter-parties as near as 
may be according to the intention of the parties, and not 
according to the stiict legal sense of the terms of them. (Jb) 

Where the ship is let for a term of years, and the lessee 
is to appoint and pay the master and crew, and provide for 
the repairs, the possession passes to him. (c) 

Wh^e the chajrter-party '' grants " the ship, and '' lets 
it to hire,'^ and the master and crew, though paid by the 
owner, are not to restrain or interfere with the full and free 



(a) Bohiliiiac V. /ff^M, S £. R. 
381. 396. 

(6) Christie v. LewiSy 2 B. & B. 
410. 



(c) Fwoler v. JTymer, 3 £> R. 396, 
cited by Lawreoce, J. 
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Qse of the ship, but are subsidiary and subservient thereto, 
and the nature of the service requires the possession to be 
in the charterer : the vessel is not only hired, but along 
veith it the services of these persons, and the party hiring 
becomes the owner for the time, (a) This is the case vdth 
the charter-parties of the East India Company. 

Where there are apt words of present demise, and it ap- 
pears upon the instrument to be the intent of the parties 
that the possession should be transferred to the charterer, 
it vests accordingly. (6) 

But if there be no express words of demise, the posses- 
sion remains in the owner: this will appear from the follow- 
ing case. 

Where (c) by charterparty it was covenanted that the 
owner should take on board, in London, all such goods as 
the freighter thought fit to load, and should proceed there- 
with to Madras, and there, after -delivering her outward 
cargo, receive from the freighter's agents a homeward car- 
go, and deliver the same in London; and that all the cabins 
but one, which was reserved for the use of the captain, 
should be at the disposal of the freighter, who was to ap- 
point a supercargo to superintend the stowage of the 
goods; that the freight should be paid at so much, per 
ton on the register tonnage of the ship, and that the cap 
tain and crew should be provided and paid by the owner : 
It was held, that there being no express words of demise of 
the ship itself in the charterparty, the freighter did not 
thereby become the owner for the voyage, but that the 
possession continued in the proprietor, and that he there- 
fore had a lien on the cargo for his freight. 



(a) TrinUy House v. Clark, 4 M. 
Si S. 298. 

(6) 12 B. & B. 444, per Richard- 
son,. J. 



(c) SaviUe v. Campion, 2 B»& A. 
503. 
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But if the terms shew the intent of the parties to be that 
the possession shall continue in the owner^ such intention* 
will prevail, though there be words of express demise, (aj 
By charterparty, between the defendant as owner of a ship 
and 6. L., the defendant granted and to freight let, and 6. L. 
took and to freight hired, the ship for the voyage. The 
defendant covenanted that the master should receive on 
board at London goods, to be sent alongside by O. L. and 
deliver them from alongside at Newfoundland, according to 
bills of lading, and should there receive other goods, and 
deliver the same at Dememra in like manner ; and there in 
like manner receive other goods, and deliver them in the 
London docks according to bills of lading : and that the 
ship's boats should assist in loading and unloading, so as 
the exclusive duties and operations of the ship should not 
be thereby impeded. In consideration whereof, G. L. 
covenanted to send and take goods from alongside, and to 
pay for the freight and hire of the ship for the voyage 
£2600. with primage &c. one quarter-part thereof on de- 
livery of goods at Newfoundland, by good bills at sixty 
days' sight on London, and the remainder by good bills at 
two months' date from the day of the ship's report inwards 
at the port of London. The voyage was performed, and 
goods of third persons were brought from Demerara under 
bills of lading, deliverable to the consignees on payment of 
certain specified freights therein mentioned, which freights 
the defendant received ; no bill for the three quarters' 
freight having been given or tendered to him, and a bill 
for one quarter, given at Newfoundland, having been dis- 
honoured ; it was held, after there had been three argu- 
ments upon the case, (Dallas, C, J. dissentiente), first, that 
notwithstanding the words of grant, taking the whole 

(a) Christie v. Lewis, 2 B. & B. 410. 
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charteiparty into cofiLBideration, the pofisesskm of the ship 
did nol pass to 'the freighter, but remained in the owner ; 
and that as the freight p» charterparty was to be paid to 
him by good bilk, prior to the delivery of the homeward 
cargo, he had a Uen thereon fat such freight : secondly, 
that he had a right to receive the frdight pet bills of lading 
irom the conmgnees, and to retain it when so received 
against the freighter ; and the Court expressly over-ruled 
the case of HuUon v. Bragg (a). With regard to the first 
point decided here, it has been held where the owner of a 
ship, having a lien on the goods until the delivery of good 
and approved bills for the freight, took a bill of exchange 
in payment, and though he objected to it at the time, 
afterwards negotiated it, that sudi negotiation was tanta* 
mount to an approval of the bill by him, and would operate 
as a relinquishment of his Uen. (b) And as to the latter part 
of this judgment, it accords exactly with the prindple laid 
down in Paul v. Birch (c), that the own^ has not a lien 
on the goods mentioned in the bills of lading for all his 
fright due on the charterparty ; but he is intitled to the 
freight on the respective biUs of lading in prefer^ce to the 
freighter^ thai is, that he has a lien on the several portions 
of freight earned, though not on the goods themselves* 
So in Yates v. Railitone{d), though there were words of ex<- 
press demise, their operation was restricted by the intention 
of the parties; and the possession continuing in the owner, 
it was held that he had a right to retain the cargo for his' 
freight. 

There can be no lien in a case where by special agree- 
ment the delivery of the goods is to precede the pay- 
ment of the frdght, for such an agreement is inconsistent 



(o) 7 Taun. 14. 

(6) Homcastle v, Farran, 3 B. & 
A. 497. 



(c) 2 Atk. 621. 
((f) 8 Taun. 293. 
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with and does toll the lien, (a) Bat by the stipulations in 
bills of lading, that '* the goods shall b6 delivered to the 
consignees, they paying the freight/' the delivery of the 
caigo and the payment of the freight ate concomitant acts, 
which neither party is obliged to p^orm, without the 
otiier beiiig teady to perform th^ correlative act* And 
it makes no difference that the freight is to be paid by^ 
bills bearing date from the day of the delivery, when the 
delivery might take several days ; for the captain may 
obviate this by landing the <^rgo in his own name, and 
tendering a IhII for the whole amount from that day. (a) 
Also no hen can exist except by contract, where the amount 
of the demand can only be asc^tained through the inter* 
vention of a jury. In the case(i) of Phiilips v. Rodie, an 
attempt was made to detain the goods on board for the 
freight which the ship would have earned, if the defendants 
had supplied a full homeward cargo according to their 
agreement, Lord Ellenb(»rough said that it was impos- 
siUe without a jury to setde what was the sum to be 
tendered; and further, that what was claimed was not 
freight, but an unliquidated compensation for the loss ^ 
freight, recoverable in the absence and place of freight.; 
and the Court decided against the lien claimed. If 
there be an unauthorised sale of the goods by the ship* 
owner or his agent, he has no lien for fre^t on the 
proceeds of such sale, though a substitution of money 
for goods made by the authority of a competent tribunal 
is equivalent to the actual restitution of the goods them*- 
selves, as far as respects all interests in and liens upon iliat 
fund, (c) But the captain has not any power to :seU the 



(«) Ymtes V. Rmlitonf 8 iTaun. 
29S. Taie ▼. Meek, ibid. 280. 
Yaies v. MeifneU, ibid* S02. 



(6) 16 £. R. ft47. 
(c) Hunter ▼. Prkuepy 10 £. H. 
S78. 302. 
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cargo, except in cases of absolute necessity (a), even 
although th6 sale be sanctioned by a vice-admiralty 
court* (b) 

As there is no lien until there is a possession of the 
goods, (c) (neither can it continue after that possession 
is determined; though they are pursued and taken before 
they haye reached their owner, yet the lien upon them is 
not thereby revived. The defendant, a fuller residing at 
Exeter, had received some cloth from his employer in Lon- 
don, to be fulled as usi^al ; having finished it^ he placed the 
same on board a vessel to be forwarded back to London, and 
sent the invoice to the owner of the cloth. By the custom 
of trade at Exeter, fullers have a lien for their general ba- 
lance. Before this vessel reached London, the defendant 
heard that his employer had become bankrupt, whereupon 
he followed and overtook the vessel at Deal, and procured 
from the captain a bill of lading making the cloth deliv- 
erable to him, by which means he regained possession of 
it. In an action brought against him by the assignees of 
this bankrupt, for the value of this cloth ; Lord Kenyon, 
C. J. said, *' The right of lien has never been earned fur- 
ther than while the goods continue in the possession of the 
party claiming it. Here the goods were shipped by the 
order and on the account (rf the bankrupt, and he was to 
pay the expense of the carriage of them to London ; the 
custody therefore was changed by the delivery to the cap- 
tain. In the case o{ Kinlochy. Craig, where I had the 
misfdrtune to differ from my brethren, it was strongly in- 
sisted that the right of lien extended beyond the time of 
actual possession; but the contrary was ruled by this Court 



(a) Freeman v. Eaat India Com- 
jHiny, 5B.&A.^617. 

(6) Reid v. Darhy, 10 £. R. 144. 



Morris y. Robinson, H B. & C. 206. 
perHolroydyJ, 

(c) Kinloch v. Craigf 8 T. R. 11». 
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and afterwards in the House of Lords ; though there the 
factor had accepted bills on the faith of the consignments, 
and had paid the freight after the goods arrived." (a) This 
position is subject to one exception : by act of Parliament 
(b) West India ships are bound to land their cargoes at 
the Docks under a penalty of forfeiture, but in such 
cases, by a clause contained in a more recent statute (c), 
the lien of the master or captain is protected. Lord Ellen- 
borough in allusion thereto has said, '* Independently of 
that clause, I should hold that if goods are taken out of 
the hands of the party by operation of law, he shall not be 
prejudiced by it, but the law will retain his lien for him. 
Is not this point incontrovertible, that when goods on board 
a ship are subject to lien, if they are taken out of the ship 
in invituniy and by compulsion of law, that the lien shall 
be preserved in the place of safe custody where the goods 
are deposited by law ? It seems a principle of universal 
justice, and there was no occasion for the act to provide 
for it." (d) In England the practice is to send the goods to 
a wharf and order the wharfinger not to part with them till 
the freight and other charges are paid, (e) And if several 
parcels of goods are consigned to the same person, and 
some of them have been delivered, the master may retain 
the rest till the freight due in respect of all of them, is 
satisfied, (f) 



(a) Sweet v. Pym^ 1 £. R. 4. 
(6) 39 6. 3. c. 69. s. 87 & 98. 

(c) 45 6. 3. c. 58. 8. 15. 

(d) Wilson V. Kymer, 1 M. & S. 



162, 163. i E. R. 512. per Loid 
Kenyon, S. P. 

(e) Abbott on Shipping, p* 248. 

(/) Soderffreen v. Flight, 6 E.R. 
622. 
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CHAPTER IL 

ON THE PRIVITY OF CONTRACT BETWEEN SHIP- 
OWNERS AND PROPRIETORS OF GOODS. 

Before we pass on to consider the right of acticm re- 
served to the carrier who has delivered over the goods, with- 
out being paid his hire, it will be necessary to advert to the 
state of the law in a case of liability which has been hitherto 
unnoticed. And though this discussion ought rather to 
form a part of the first division of this subject, than be in- 
serted here, since it respects the liability and not any right 
of the carrier, yet, as the decision of this question depends 
on a previous enquiry as to the person legally in possession 
of the vessel, it has been thought more regular, to insert it 
here, immediately after the consideration of those cases 
which point out the species of contract which alone ope- 
rates as a transfer of the possession of the ship. 

We have seen that, although the charterpacrty contain 
words of actual demise, still their operation may be so con- 
trolled by the intention of the parties^ that the possession of 
the ship, shall, notwithstanding, continue in the owner who 
appoints the master and crew (a), in this case if the char- 
terer, not having suiScient goods of his own, to load the 
ship, should take in those of other merchants, it remains 
to be considered, what remedies these merchants have 
against the owner of the ship, if their goods are lost. In 

(a) As in the case of CharUiie v. Lewisj 2 B. & B. 410. 
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the case of Parish y. Crawford (a) the charterer was decided 
only to have acquired a right to lade the vessely and it was 
held^ that a merchant who had shipped a quantity of moi- 
dores on board the same, which had never been delivered, 
was entitled to sue the ship-owner for the damages incurred 
thereby, for that he was the owner during the voyage. In 
James v. Jones (b), however, the charterer yf%» considered as 
the owner pro hdc vice, and the plaintiff whose goods had 
been lost, having brought his action against the ship-owner, 
was decided to have sued the wrong person, and for that rea* 
son he submitted to a nonsuit. In a more recent case(c), 
a vessel had been chartered by the defendants, who were 
the registered owners, to one De Beur. It was, afterwards, 
put up by him as a general ship, and the plaintiff placed 
therein a quantity of oats, which were, afterwards, impro^ 
perly sold by the master; and for this the action was 
brought ; the learned Judge who tried the cause, held, that 
the defendants were not liable, and nonsuited the plaintiffs. 
The principle pervading these cases seems to be, that the 
owner for the time being, is the responsible party. It is 
said by Mr. Abbott, in the last edition of the treatise on 
shipping, written by the present very learned Chief Justice 
of the Court of King's Bench, ** that probably the C€we of 
Parish v. Crawford is not to be considered as law ; for al- 
though the absolute owner might, in each of these cases, be 
ultimately answerable to the charterer of the ship, yet there 
was no contract either express or implied between him and 
the proprietors of the goods.'' (d) From this it appears that 
the above decision is impugned, either for having regarded 
the ship-owner as owner pro hdc vice, or for presuming a 
privity of contract between such owner and the merchant. 



(a) 2 Str. 1251. Abbott on Ship- 
ping, 19. 
(6) Abbott on Skipping, 20. 



(c) Abbot, 21. M*Kenziey»R9we. 
2 Camp. 482. S.P. 

(d) Abbott on SbipiHng, 22. 
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With regard to the first reason, that learned person approves 
of the cases just cited, which consider the charterer as 
owner for the voyage ; and says they are conformable to the 
principle of the judgments pronounced by the Courts of 
King's Bench and Common Pleas, in VaUejo v. Wheeler (a), 
and Soares v. Thornton {b) ; but these cases only decide 
that the freighter (whether under a charterparty or not) is 
owner pro hoc vice, as far as respects an act of barratry, but 
they do not apply to a question of contract; it having been 
often ruled (c) (when such an application of them had been 
attempted) that they must be confined to the subject agitated 
in them, that is, against whom barratry may be committed, 
and it is evident, from a reference to the decisions {d) which 
have been cited on this subject, that the same words which 
will constitute an ownership for the purposes of barratry, 
will have no such effect so as to vest a possession and con- 
fer a lien on the charterer; but it is submitted, with great 
defei-ence to that very learned person, that it is not the 
decisions which are in conformity with the cases of barra- 
try, but those which decide who is the owner for the pur- 
poses of lien, that should be our guide in discovering who 
is owner for the purposes of liability. Now it has been 
shown, in discussing the subject of lien, that it depends on 
the terms of the charterparty, explained according to the 
intention of the parties, whether its effect shall be to divest 
the possession from the ship-owner and vest it in the char- 
terer, so as to constitute him owner for the voyage, or 
whether it shall be utterly ine£5icient to transfer the posses- 
sion of the ship; but in Parish. y. Crawford, it does not ap- 
pear whether the charterparty contained any words of de- 



(a) Cowp. 14S. 

(6) 7 Taan. 627. 

(c) 2 B. & B. 48S. 424.444. 446. 



4 M. & 6. 299. SOO. per Ld. Ellen- 
borough, in Trinity House v« Clark, 
(d) Ante^ 104. 



MERCHANTS AND SHIP-OWNERS. 113 

mise, or what was the intuit of the parties^ except that the 
ship-owner was io receive the freight for passeng^*8, and to 
appoint the master, which reservation^ as far as it goes, is 
favorable to that judgment ; so that if there was no demise 
or no intent to divest the possession expressed therein, it 
was rightly ruled, according to modern decisions, that it 
continued in the ship-owner ; and if in the cases of James 
v. Jones, and M'Kenzie v. Rowe, there was in the char- 
terparty such an intent and demise, the possession was 
thereby transfen*ed to the charterer, and he was properly 
considered as the owner pro hoc vice. But in none of these 
cases are the terms of the charterparty clearly shown, so 
that, for aught that appears in them, they can hardly be 
considered as contradictory to one another, since the pro- 
duction of the charterparties might bring them all within 
the principle of modern decisions. 

And acceding to this principle, which inv^tigates the 
effect of the deed signed by the parties, the case of Fraser 
v. Marsh (a) proceeded, the charterparty there having di- 
vested the possession from the ship-owner, he was held 
not to be responsible for stores furnished to the ship 
for the voyage; and Lord Ellenborough, in giving his 
judgment, said '^ that it would be pushing the effect of the 
register acts too far to say that the registered owner, who 
^vesis himself by the charterparty of all control and pos- 
session of the vessel for the time being in favour of another 
who has all the use and benefit of it, is still liable for 
stores furnished to the vessel by the order of the captain 
during the time. The question is, whether the captain 
who ordered the stores were or were not the servant of the 
defendant, who is sued as owner ? And as they did not 



(a) 13 E. R. 238. 
1 
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stand at that time in the relation of owner and master, 
the captain was not the defendant's servant, and therefcxe 
the latter is not liable for his act." And Le Blanc J. added, 
that an owner would have an appointment of the captain; 
but the defendant had no right to appoint the captain 
under the charterparty. 

Howevery the stronger reason for impugning the case of 
Parish r, Crawford seems to be the want of a privity of 
contract between the ship-owner and the proprietors of the 
goods ; and in order to discover the strength of this objec- 
tion, the following suggestions are made rather with a view 
of attaining to the true reason and real state of the law in 
such a case^ than with any intention or expectation of 
affecting the opinion expressed in that very useful treatise. 
For this is a matter of constant occurrence in the maritime 
world, and can hardly be supposed to be settled by the 
three first cases that have been cited^ since they are all 
decisions at Nisi Prius, in which the terms of the char- 
terparties are unknown. There can be no doubt that 
if by the very contract between the parties, the vessel as 
well as its crew ajre so hired that the possession thereof 
is transferred to the charterer <as in the charterparties of 
the East India company, and the cases of Trinity House v. 
CUirk (a). Fowler v. Kymer(^), and (c) Marsh v. Fraser,) 
there can be no privity of contract between the merchant 
and ship-owner, for there the goods of the former are not 
by construction of law, when put on board, placed mto 
the possession of the latter ; but in the case we are con- 
sidering, the possession is presumed to continue in the 
ship-owner by means of the master and crew who are ap- 
pointed by him, and the charterer has contracted to load 



,(a) 4 M . & S. 288. <6) 3 E. R. 390. (c) 18 E. R. 238. 
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the vessel; according to which contract he fills the ship 
with the goods of other merchants : and the question is, 
whether any privity of contract subsists between these 
merchants and the ship-owner. Now it has been decided 
that the merchant who puts his goods on board a ves- 
sel so chartered, places them into the possession of the 
ship-owner. He has a lien on every parcel for its particu- 
lar freight, and on the aggregate freight produced by all 
the consignments for the price of the ship^ and this is the 
result of such possession, (a) The receipt which accord- 
ing to the general practice is given for the goods at the 
time of shipment, is signed by the master or his substi- 
tute, and the bill of lading for which this receipt is subse- 
quently exchanged bears the signature of the master also, 
who, being appointed by the ship-owner, it is not too much 
to presume, is his servant ; the bill of lading ** is the writ- 
ten evidence of a contract for the carriage and delivery of 
goods sent by sea for a certain freight," (6) and in all these 
cases the contract of the servant has been held to bind the 
master, (c) These facts seem to form so regular a link 
connecting the ship-owner with the proprietors of the 
goods, that to deny the existence of a privity of contract 
between these persons, without showing at what point the 
above reasoning is fallacious, is rather jumping at a conclu- 
sion by means of too general a proposition, than attaining it 
by regular lo^cal deduction . It may be said that the master 
is the servant of the ship-owner for the puq)06es of navigation 
only, (for without doubt all actions for the negligent manage- 
ment of vessels, from which accidents have occurred, are to 
be brought against the owner, and never against the char- 



(«) Christie v. Lewis, 2 B. & B. * (h) Per Ld. Loughborough, in 
410. I Lickbarrow y. Mason, IH. B^359. 

I (c) EUis V. Turner, S T. R. 531. 

l2 
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tererXa), and that he is the senrant'of the charterer for 
the purposes of receiving the cargo, but if this were so, 
the cargo would be presumed to be received into the pos- 
session of the charterer ; whereas we have seen that it is 
always conudered as being placed into the possession of 
the ship-owner. And as the relation of master and owner 
subsists here between him and the ship-owner, to consider 
him as the servant of the latter, agrees exactly with the 
reason given by Lord Ellenborough for his judgment in the 
case of Frazer v. Marsh (b), and with Abbott C. J. in a 
very late case (c), where, in allusion to liability incurred 
for accidents in navigating a vessel, he says, " Why has 
the charterer of the ship, or the hirer of the wherry, or of 
the hackney coach, never been thought answerable? I 
answer, because the ship-master, the wherryman, and the 
hackney coachman have never been deemed the servants 
of the hirer, although the hirer does contract with the 
wherryman and the hackney coachman, and is bound to 
pay them, and the pay is not for the use of the boat, or 
horses, or carriage only, but also for the personal services 
of the man." The principles which have directed the opi- 
nions of these very learned Judges have brought me to the 
conclusion that in such a case as has been just considered, 
the balance of argument is in favour of the existence of 
the privity of contract between the ship-owner and the pro- 
prietors of the goods, and if there be such a privity, the 
liability of the former is manifest from the following opi- 
nion of the Lord C. J. Dallas : (d) ^ The owners of a ship, 
for whose benefit she is navigated, are bound by the mari- 



(a) Laugher v. Potnier, 5 B. & 
C. 579. per Abbott. C.J. 
(h) 13 E. R. 288. 



(c) Laugher v. Pointer, 5 B. & 
C. 579. 

(d) Leslie v. Wilson, 3 B. & B. 
175. 
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time law to owners of goods shipped and received on board 
to be carried, for the due carriage thereofi and are liable 
for any negligence on the part of themselves or their ser* 
vants, whereby the goods may be damaged. If without 
firaud and in due course of the ship's employment, the 
master makes a charterparty, the ship-owners are not 
thereby divested of liability, but are still liable for the per- 
formance of such duties, belonging to them in that cha- 
racter, as are not inconsistent with the stipulations of the 
charterparty. And whether the charterparty be made under 
the seal of the master or not, seems to make no difference 
in this respect ; because the ship-owners are not charged 
directly upon the contract of charterparty, but upon their 
general liability as principals in the adventure, deriving 
profit from the ship's employment, for the performance of 
such duties as belong to them in that character, and are 
not inconsistent with the charterparty," 

From the preceding discussion the following conclusions 
seem to result. 1st. That the position laid down by Mr. 
Abbott, applies only to a case in which the possession of 
the ship is divested from the owner by the very terms of the 
charterparty, so that there can be no privity of contract 
there, between him and the proprietors of the goods. And, 
2dly, That such a privity of contract does exist under cir- 
cumstances in which, notwithstanding the charterparty, the 
possession of the ship during the voyage, continues to be in 
the ship-owner, and that although the charterer in the 
event of a loss or damage to the goods, can sue the ship- 
owner on the charterparty only (a), by which he has stipu- 
lated to deliver the cargo in good condition (5), yet that the 



(a) Atty y. Parish, 1 B. & P. 
N. R. 104. 



(6) This is the common stipala- 
tion in all charter-parties, see^ Ab- 
bott on Shipping, p. 168. 
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several merchants to whom the goods belonged, and who 
have executed no deed, may proceed against him on an im- 
plied contract, founded on the bill of lading, and entered 
into with them, for the conveyance of their goods, which 
had been deUvered into the hands of his servants,, on board 
bis ship, and accepted by them for that purpose. 
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CHAPTER III. 

RIGHTS OF COMMON CARRIERS. 
Sect. 1. — Freight. 

It is now necessary to consider the case of a carrier who 
has relinquished the possession of the goods, and id, conse- 
quently, compelled to resort to an action at law to recover 
compensation for his trouble. This compensation when 
claimed for sea voyages, obtains the appellation of freight. 
It may be due in respect, first, of a charterparty ; secondly, 
of bills of lading; thirdly, of an agreement, verbal or implied, 
under which, in marine adventures, it is often awarded pro 
rata itineris peracti, or in proportion to the extent of the 
journey performed. These will each be considered in the 
above order. 



Sect.' 2. — Freight due in respect of a Charterparty, 

The taking of a ship to freight, is the hiring her of her 
master or owners, either in part or the whole, and either by 
the month, for an entire voyage, or by the ton. The con- 
tract entered into for this purpose, is called a charterpar- 
ty. (a) There is generally contained in charterparties an 

(a) Beawes, Lex Merc» 187. 
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an actual demise of the ship from the owners to the 
freighters, and where the operation of such demise is to 
transfer the possession of the ship to the latter, the former, 
thereby, rather assume the characters of letters of the 
ship (a) than of carriers of goods, and are, consequently, not 
within the scope of this treatise. However, charterparties, 
are, as has been already shown, often so framed, that the 
legal possession of the ship shaU remain in the owner, and 
a mere right of lading the vessel shall be acquired by the 
freighter : a charterparty of this kind seems to di£Per from a 
bill of lading, only in extending to all the goods on board ; 
and a ship so chartered, from a general ship, only in this, 
that the owner contracts to carry for one person, instead of 
several (J); in such a case, the owner is to be considered as 
carrier of the goods (c) ; and is subject to the liabilities 
attaching on persons using that trade. With regard to the 
parties capable of entering into the charterparty, they are 
either the owners of the ships, on the one part, and mer- 
chants on the other ; or masters invested by the owners 
with power to enter into charterparties, and merchants, (d) 
It is a part of our national policy to give every encourage- 
ment to the equipment and employment of ships. Upon 
this consideration, where the ship is the joint property of 
many persons, the law enables a majority of the part-owners 
(under guards indeed to the interests of the minority pecu- 
liar to itself) to employ it, even against the will of the 
minority, that the ship may not remain unemployed. A 
part-owner of a ship sued the other owners for his share of 
the freight, on finishing her voyage; but these owners 



<a) a Bro, & Bing. 427, 498. 2 
Taun. 206. Patd v. Birch, 2 Atk. 
621. 

(6) 2 B. & A. 607. 



(c) 1 T. R. 18. Com. Dig. 4 vol. 
231. tit. Merchant £. 8. 2 B. & A. 
503. 

(d) Beawes, Lex Merc. 187. 
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had fitted her out, in which the plaintiff would not join, 
for which cause they had complained in the admiralty; 
and by order there^ they ha4 given security, if the ship 
perished in the voyage to make good to the plaintiff his 
share, or to that effect ; in such a case, by the law marine 
and course of the admiralty, the plaintiff was to have no 
share of the freight ; and on reference made, it was certified 
to be so in all places, for, otherwise, there would be no na- 
vigation ; whereupon the plaintiff's bill was dismissed (a) 9 
and it seems that upon an equal division of voices or inter- 
ests, the same thing may be effected by the one part only. (&) 
This power of employment vested in the majority car- 
ries with it a right of appointing the officers, and in 
practice the majority exercise such a right. And it has 
been held, that a contract tending to vest this power of ap- 
pointment in the minority, independently of the other 
owners, is illegal and void, (c) 

The recovery of freight according to the contract inserted 
for that purpose in the charterparty, will depend upon the 
peculiar terms in which that Contract is expressed. These 
are so numerous, and so varied in proportion to the different 
degrees of confidence mutually reposed in each other by the 
parties thereto, that it would far exceed the limits of this 
treatise to point out the numberless cases which are to be 
found in the books arising upon contracts for freight, so 
minute and complicated in their provisions as to be appa- 
rently incapable of extensive application, and it would seem 
with difficulty serviceable as a guide, except in cases pre- 
cisely similar. Those positions, established by them, which 



(a) Beawes, Lex Merc« 191. 

(b) Abbott on Shipping, 75. 
Molloy, b.2. cb.l. 8.3. 



(c) Card and another v. Hope, 2 B. 
Sc C. 661. 
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appear to be of general utility^ will however be particularly 
noticed. 

If freight is made payable generally by the charterparty, 
without saying to whom, the owner is entitled to receive it, 
though a payment to the commander of the vessel, in the 
absence of any notice by the owner to the charterer to with- 
hold it, would be good and valid, (a) 
. When the charterparty stipulates, as it often does, that 
freight shall be paid according to bills of lading, (which 
will be considered when we treat of freight claimed in re- 
spect of such instruments,) and these bills authorize the 
captain to refuse a delivery till such payment is made, who 
notwithstanding, delivers the goods without receiving their 
carriage price, the party is nevertheless liable for it on his 
charterparty. (6) So if the consignor contract that on ar- 
riving at the destined port the freight shall be paid, and the 
consignee, his agent there, on a demand being made, draw 
a bill on him for the amount of the same, which he refuses 
to accept, he is still liable for the whole, for this is no' pay- 
ment according to the deed ; but if the consignee had been 
ready to pay in money, and the carrier had taken this bill 
for his own accommodation, this, it seems, would have been 
a personal credit given to the consignee, and he could not 
afterwards have resorted to the consignor, (c) 

If a certain sum be agreed for on an entire voyage, out 
and home, and the return-cargo be lost, nothing is earned 
by the ship ; but if the outward voyage be distinct, freight 
is payable in respect of the performance thereof, (rf) Where 
the charterparty stipulates that the vessel shall go out in 



(a) Atkinson v. Cofeswarth, S B. , (e) Tapley v. Martens^ g T. R 
& C. 647. 1 B. & A. 681. per Ld. | 461. 
Ellenboroagh, C. J. 



(6) Penrose v, WiUcSy 13 E. R. 
670, cited there by Ld. EUenb. in 
Shepherd v. De Bemales, ' 



(d) 2 B. & A. 24. Abbott oir 
Shipping, 332. Malyne, 98. 
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ballast, and return with a cai^o, and it is prevented, eithei 
by a prohibition at the lading port (a), or by an interdiction 
of intercourse on account of an infectious disease (6) from 
receiving the cargo, or in case the charterer's agents have 
no goods ready to export therein (c), so that the ship is 
obliged to come back empty, the owner is nevertheless en- 
titled to the full freight ; and if the captain upon failure of 
the expected cargo has taken on board the goods of other 
merchants, in an action for compensation by the ship-owner 
founded on the original agreement, a deduction wiU be made 
in respect of the freight so obtained from those merchants 
in diminution of damages for the breach of the contract, (d) 
Though particular stipulations in the charterparty requiring 
the payment of a gross sum upon failure of providing a re- 
turn, or discharging the outward cargo, (where there is one,) 
may entitle the owner to that sum, upon either contingency 
happening, without any diminution in respect of profits 
made on the voyage home by dealings with other mer- 
chants (e) ; this, however, depends upon the terms in 
which the deed is couched ; and the distinction capable of 
being extracted from the reasons given by the Court for its 
judgments seems to be this, that if the contract for the 
return voyage amount only to an agreement to bring back 
certain goods to England, which not being capable of ex- 
portation, from unforeseen circumstances, the master in 
their stead brings home another freight from other mer- 
chants, the profits of this last adventure shall not be cal- 
culated in diminution of the price originally agreed upon 
for the return cargo ; but if there be a contract for the ac- 



(a) Blight V. Paget S B. & P. 
295. n. 

(jb) Barker v. Hodgton, 8 M. & 
S. 267. 

(c) Westland v. Robinaon, cited 
in 2 Vern. 212. 



(d ) Abbott on Shipping, 200. 
Puller y, Staniforth^ 11 E. R. 232. 

(e) Bell V. PvUer, 2 Taun, 285» 
Puller V. HaUiday, 12 £. R. 494. 
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tual use of the sliip, giving to the party the possession and 
dominion thereof (a) for the home voyage, a deduction is 
allowed in respect of that ship haviifig been used in a diffe- 
rent way from that agreed upon, to the extent to which it 
became productire by that employment. (5) Also, if a 
whole ship be engaged^ and the hirer neglect fiilly to load 
the same, the entire freight is nevertheless due (c), and 
where the payment is to be made by the ton, a contract to 
famish a complete lading is not performed by placing on 
board goods amounting to the number of tons described as 
forming the ship's burden in the charterparty, but there 
must be as ample a cargo as it can carry with safety, (c) 
It seems, where a ship is freighted on a single voyage 
outwards, and is prevented by the default of the consignees, 
or the restraint of princes from delivering her cargo, that 
she shall be entitled to freight for bringing it back, for the 
master would not be justified in throwing it overboard, {d) 
Where the restraint of princes has caused a temporary 
interruption of the voyage, the contract for the carriage of 
goods is suspended during this delay ; but on the removal 
of this restraint it revives, and the captain may forthwith 
proceed on his journey, deliver his cargo and earn the stipu-' 
lated freight. In a case («) in which the Russian government 
had imposed an embargo on English shipping in their ports ; 
in consequence of which a British vessel was detained there 
several months, and its crew marched up the country ; as 
these acts were held to constitute only a temporary deten- 
tion, and not to amount to an act of capture, the captain 
became entitled to the freight agreed for, by performing. 



(a) PuUer v. HaUidayr 13 £. B. 
508, 504. 

(6) See the reasons for the jndg* 
ment of the courts, in Bell v. PuUer, 
2 Taunt. 298, 299. 



(c) Hunter v. Fry, 2 B. & A. 421. 

(d) CJiri$iyY.BoWf lTaon.900. 
( e) Bedle v. Thompsum, 3 B. & P. 

405. 4E.S. 546. 
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on the immediate restitution of his vessel, the contract 
which brought him there, and by receiving on board and 
carrying home a cargo pursuant to his agreement. And 
there seems to be some risk in not proceeding within 
a reasonable time after the removal of the restraint to fulfil 
the purposes of the voyage ; for there is an instance of an 
action having been successfully brought against a party for 
the non-performance of his contract to carry certain goods to 
Leghorn, in which, though the voyage had been prevented 
by the imposition of an embai^o, and by its continuance 
for two years, the plaintiff recovered damages by proceed- 
ing for an indemnity for the loss he had sustained by reason 
of the defendant's not having fulfilled his engagement, (a) 
And the same law applies to an interruption by a hostile 
aggression on the high seas. For MoUoy (b) lays down 
generally, '^ that if a ship in her voyage happen to be taken 
by an enemy, and afterwards in battle be retaken by an- 
other ship in amity, and restitution be made, and she pro- 
ceed in her voyage, the contract is not determined. Though 
the taking by the enemy divested the property out of the 
owners, yet by the law of war that possession was defeas- 
ible, and being recovered in battle afterwards, the owner 
became re-invested : so the contract, by fiction of law, 
became as if she had never been taken ; and so the entire 
freight becomes due." And Lord Eldon appears to have 
holden, that if a ship be captured and re-captured, and 
afterwards arrive at her port of destination, the mariner 
is entitled to wages, (c) But freight is the mother of 
wages; so that if the ship earns nothing, the mariner 
has no pay; and therefore, in this case too the freight 



(a) Hadley v. Clarke, 8 T. R. 259. 
(6) B. 2> c. 4. 8.13,cited in 4 E.R. 
56a. 



(c) Bergstrom v. Mills, 3 Esp. 
N.P.C.36. 
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must haye become due. (a) Hence it appears that by a 
capture which is merely inchoate^ and not perfect and 
consummate, there is no dissolution of the contract : for 
seizure, even hostile seisure, is not necessarily capture, 
though such is its usual and probable result. The ultimate 
«fect or adjudication of the state by which the seizui-e has 
been made, assigns its proper and conclusive quality and 
denomination to its original proceeding. If it condemn, 
in such case it is a capture ab initio ; if it award restitu- 
tion, it pronounces upon its own act as not being a valid 
capture, but as an act of temporary seizure and detention 
upon grounds not warranting the condemnation of the pro- 
perty, or the dealing with it as captured, (ft) However, it 
may sometimes be necessary, upon principles of inter- 
national policy, that the removal of an embai^o shall not 
be allowed to operate as a revival of the ship's contracts. 

An embargo was laid by the British government upon 
Swedish vessels in the nature of reprisals and partial hos- 
tility. A vessel of that country, chartered by an English 
merchant upon avoyage to bring backacs^rgo of fruit from St 
Michael's, was detained thereby in our ports till the fruit 
season had passed. Upon the opening of the ports the Swedish 
owner offered to proceed on the voyage ; but the merchant, 
presuming that the act of the British government had re- 
scinded the contract, refused to engage the vessel ; where- 
upon an action was brought against him by the Swede for 
damages on account of the non-employment of his vessel. 
And it was held that it would not lie ; for in that case a 
British subject might be compelled to indemnify a Swede 
against all the acts of the British government which had 
been done to the latter with a view to resist the injustice 
of the Swedish court ; and a foreigner, by the terms of the 

(a) 4 £. R. 562. (6) 4 £. R. 561. per Lord EUenborongh. 
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charterparty, might defeat all the effects of a British em-' 
bargo, and throw its burden upon a British subject. But 
if the king could not lay such an embargo without affect- 
ing his own subjects^ he would not impose it at all ; and so 
the policy of the state would be defeated* (a) This deci- 
sion proceeded entirely upon principles of general policy ; 
but if the ship had been merely weather-bound till the 
fruit-season was over, or an unavoidable delay had arisen 
without any fault in the master or owners (6), the merchant 
would have been obliged to fulfil his contract, (c) 

Though an embargo, an hostile seizure succeeded by 
recapture, or an inchoate act of capture, does not neces- 
sarily dissolve the contract, yet a capture, which is made 
perfect and consummate by a sentence of condemnation (cf) 
has been assumed to operate as a dissolution of all agree- 
ments for freight, (e) But the condemnation must be pro- 
nounced by a court of competent jurisdiction. If it be 
made by the consul of the enemy in the port of a neutral 
state, this is illegal, and will not conduce to constitute a 
perfect act of capture (/), or divest the title of the original 
owner, (d) Where <me of two belligerent powers cap- 
tures a vessel of the enemy trading to a neutral port, it 
may take advantage of the contracts, and by conveying 
the cargo on board the same to its destination, and deliver- 
ing it there, become entitled to the freight such vessel 
would have earned, had it not been so prevented in the 
prosecution of its voyage, (g) 



<a) Tonttmg ▼. Hubhardy 8 B. ^ 
P. 291. 

(6) Moorsomy. Greaves, 2 Camp. 
i>27. 

f (c) Tontan§; v. Hubbard^ p. 299, 
per Lord Alvanley. 

(d) Abbott on Shipping. 16. 

(e) Beakv, Thompson, 8 B. 6c P. 



406. assamed to be so by all the 
Judges in delivering their opinions. 
4 £. R. 559. 

(/) HavelockY, Rockwoody ST. 
R. 268. Case of the ship Flad 
Oyen, 8T.R.270. n. 

( g) The Fortiina, Tad8en,4 Rob. 
278. Abbott on Shipping, 290. 
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By tihe very tenna of the charterparty it often happens 
that the payment of any freight shall be contingent upon 
the previous performance of some act on the part of the 
master and owners. In. these cases, unless such preli- 
minary shall have been duly performed, nothing can be 
recovered in the shape of compensation, in an action 
founded on the charterparty. This has been the ground 
upon which the following decisions have proceeded. 

An action was commenced on a covenant made by the 
merchant with the master of a ship, that if he would bring 
his freight to such a port, then he would pay him such a 
sum ; and it was proved that part of the goods was taken 
away by pirates, and that the residue was brought to 
the place appointed, and there unladen, and that the 
merchant had not paid, and that so the covenant was 
broken; and the question was whether the merchant 
should pay the money agreed for, since all the merchandises 
were not brought to the place appointed, and the court was 
of opinion that he ought not to pay the money because 
the agreement was not by him performed, (a) By the 
terms of this deed, the bringing the whole freight to the 
port in question must have been made a condition precedent 
to the receiving any compensation, (b) So in the case of 
Cook V. Jennings (c), the defendant agreed by charterparty 
to pay the plaintiff in full for the freight and hire of a ship 
for a voyage, at and after the rate of £7. per standard 
hundred for deals delivered at lAverpool, the freight to be 
paid one*fourth in cash on her arrival, and the remainder 
by an acceptance on London at four months' date. The 
ship, with the cargo of deals on board was proceeding on 



(d) Bright v. Cowper, 1 Brown- 
low, 21. 7 T. R. S86. Clarke v. 
GumaUf S. P. 1 BiiUtr.107. 



(b) 10 E. R. 812. per Bayley, J, 
1 Taua. S07. arguend. 

(c) 7T.R. 381. 
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her voyage to Liverpool, when, before its arrival there, it 
was wrecked by the force of the winds and waves, and 
rendered incapable of performing the voyage, by reason 
whereof the cargo of deals was obliged to be put on shore 
for the preservation thereof; and the declaration averred 
that the said cai^o> so unladen, the defendant on, &c., at 
&c. accepted and received into his hands and possetttioni 
and then and there sold and disposed of the same to his 
own use, whereby he became Uable to pay to the plaintiff 
a proportionable part of the said freight and hire of the 
ship for the carriage of the said cargo of deals, for such 
part of the voyage as the ship had performed, which 
amounted to £800. The defendant pleaded that no part 
of the cargo of deals was delivered at Liverpool according 
to the charterparty. To which plea there was a special 
demurrer^ assigning for cause that the defendant had 
attempted to put in issue collateral matters immaterial to 
the defence of the action. — Lord Kenyon, C. J. " We are 
called upon to decide in this action according to the rules 
of law, on a contract between these parties, which was 
made in the most solemn manner by a deed under seal ; 
though indeed, I do not know that it would have made 
any difference if the question had arisen on a precise for* 
mal contract not under seal. By the terms of this agree- 
ment the defendant agreed to pay so much on delivery of 
the goods at Liverpool, ' one-fourth in cash on her arrival, 
and the remainder by an acceptance at four months f but 
the goods never lunived: then at what time were those 
bills to be dated ? We do not sit here to make, but to 
enforce, contracts, and the question put to us is, whether 
the freight is to be paid under this contract, though the 
ship never arrived, but was lost before her arrival at Li- 
verpool ? Upon which I cannot bring my mind to doubt. 
The case of Luke v. Lyde, is very distinguishable from the 
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preaent) that being tlie case of a general assumpsit for the 
freight of goods, in which Lord Mansfield states the ma- 
rine law on this subject. But what has the case of an 
impUed contract to do with an express contract? Lord 
Coke saysy expressum facii cessare tadtum. Here the par- 
ties are bound by a precise agreement. Then it is sug- 
gested that we ought not to give effect to this contract 
because it is unreasonable, but we are to decide acc<^ing 
to the contract between the parties ; and the law says that 
if A. covenant to enfeoff B., A. is not released from his 
covenant though B. will not accept livery of seisin, unless 
that act be frustrated by the act of the covenantee. It is 
not necessary now to determine whether or not the plaintiff 
might have brought an action of assumpsit : it will be time 
enough to decide that case whenever the question arises. 
But here the question is, whether or not he can enforce 
payment of the money under this contract, not having car- 
ried the goods to Liverpool, and the defendant having only 
undertaken to pay on their delivery at Liverpool ; in an- 
swer to this action the defendant has a right to say non hoc 
in focdera veni." The other Judgefs concurred in this 
opinion. Mr. J. Grose cited the case of Bright v. Cooper, 
already mentioned ; and Mr. J. Lawrence observed that, 
•* perhaps the subsequent receipt of the goods by the de- 
fendant might have been evidence of a new contract be- 
tween the parties : but here the plaintiff has resorted to 
the original agreement, under which the defendant only 
engaged to pay in the event of the ship's arrival at Liver- 
pool; that event has not happened, and therefore the 
plaintiff cannot recover in this form of action. 

In another case (a), not unlike the preceding, by the 

(a) Thompsony, Brown, 1 Moore, 358. 



V 



COMMON CARRIERS. 131 

covenant there must have been a delivery at London pre^ 
vious to the earning any freight. The freighter's agents 
abroad; on the loading of the homeward cargo^ substituted 
** Liverpool " for " London " in the charterparty^ and ac- 
cording to that alteration the delivery was made. It was 
decided that the plaintiff could not recover the freight in 
an action founded on the charterparty, the substitution by 
parol of Liverpool for London being inconsistent with the 
covenant contained therein. So where the payment of 
any freight was made to depend on the arrival of the ship 
at her outward port, and it was lost on her voyage thither, 
it was held that in an action of covenant nothing was 
recoverable, (a) The stipulation was, in another decision, 
that the freight was to be paid on a right delivery of the 
cargo, and the ship's destination was Lisbon ; on account 
of the occupation of Portugal by the enemy, the contract 
was rendered impracticable. The captain, therefore, after 
lying off Lymington for a month, offered to deliver the 
cargo at Portsmouth, which was refused by the defendants; 
however, it was unloaded by the plaintiffs after notice to • 
the defendants, and subsequently sold by consent of both ' 
parties without prejudice to the rights of either. It was 
decided that the plaintiff could not recover freight /?ro ratd 
or demurrage, {b) In these cases there was a variation 
between the performance and the covenant, and it seems 
from llie opinion of Mr. J. Lawrence (c), that notwith- 
standing such variation, a subsequent receipt of the goods 
by the defendant might be evidence of a new contract be- 
tween the parties, so that an action generally for the price 
of goods carried in the plaintiff's vessel for the defendant 
might be maintained. However, this can only apply to 



(a) Giblxm v. Mendez, 2 B. & A. 17. I (c) 7 T. R. 385. 
\h) Liddwrd ▼. Lopes, 10 £. R. 526. 1 

k2 
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present, that being the case of a g'^ en a strict perform- 
freight of goods^ in which Lorv* jr these have been com- 
rine law on this subject. P y upon the deed^ there can 
implied contract to do w^' pie coatract. An action of 
Coke says, expressum fr jarriage of goods in the plain- 
ties are bound by a r ^i- ^ prove the amount of freight 
gested that we or ^ charterparty entered into between 
because it is ud' .^nced in evidence. Upon which it was 
to the contrar j^ plaintiff must be non-suited for not hav- 
if A. cove* \^i«on ; and upon argument afterwards, such 
covenant J^ of the Court of Common Pleas, for it is 
that 8 ' ' jfW that wherever the action is founded on a 
^^^ deed must be declared upon, (a) And if it be 

^ y\g,^y stamped, no other evidence of its contents can 
''J^ifed, but the cause must fail ; for where there is a 
*^^ oontract between the parties^ the plaintiff is bound 
^eiv what that 'Contract is: it may contain clauses 
j^b may prevent him from recovering, and others for the 
^efit of the defendant which he had a right to have pro- 
jQced^ and if for want of a 'legal qualification it cannot be 
lead in evidence, the plaintiff must be nonsuited. (6) 



Sect. 2. — Freight due in respect of Bills of Lading. 

We are now to consider the rights to freight resulting 
from the contract, evidenced by a bill of lading, in the ab- 
sence of any charterparty. 



<a) Atty ▼. Pariah, 1 Bo«.^ Pal. 
N. R. 104. 10 £. R. 390. Scha^ 
w. Anthony f 1 M. & S. 573. 



(6) Brewer v. Palmer, i Eip. 
N. P. C. 213. K. V. iSt. Paul's JBerf- 
/ord, 6 T. R. 4fiSL 
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ds are laden on boaixl a ship to be conveyed 
to another, the master or other person offi- 
bsence, is to give a common receipt for 
. twenty-four hours after such delivery 
.ght to sign bills oT lading, on the signing of 
uQ receipt is returned to him. (a) It is usual to 
^e out three bills of lading, one to be given to the ship- 
per, another to be retained by the master, and the third to 
be transmitted to the consignee of the goods, upon de« 
livering the goods at the port of destination, the giving up 
the bill of lading sent to the factors or assignees is a suffi- 
cient discharge, but the master may insist on a receipt, (a) 



The foUov^ing form of a bill of lading is given by Mr. 
Abbott, as being at present generally adopted, (b) 

1. W. } SHIPPED, by the grace of God, in good 
N^. 1. a. 20. S order, by A. B. merchant, in and upon the 
good ship called the John and Jane, whereof C. D. is master 
now riding at anchor in the river of Thames, and bound for 
Barcelona, in Spain, 20 bales containing 100 pieces of broad 
cloth, marked and numbered as per margin; and are to be 
delivered in the like good order and condition at Barcelona 
aforesaid,(theact of God, the King's enemies, Jire, and all and 
every other dangers and accidents of the seas, rivers, and navi" 
gation of whatever nature and kind soever, excepted,) unto 
£• F, merchant there, or to his assigns, he or they paying for 
the said goods per piece, freight, vnth primage and 

average accustomed. In vntness whereof, the master or purser 
of the said ship hath affirmed to three bills of lading of this 



(a) Beawes, Lex Merc. 197. (6) Abbott on Shipping, 215. 
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tenor and date, one of which bilk being accomplished^ the other 
two to stand void. And so Godsend the good ship to her des- 
tined port in scifety. 

Dated at London, the day of 

The word primage denotes a small payment to the mas- 
ter for his care and trouble, which he is to receive to his 
own use, unless he has otherwise agreed with his owners, (a) 

The word average here used denotes several petty 
chargesi which are to be borne partly by the ship and 
partly by the cargo, such as the expense of towing, beacon- 
age, 8cc. These two charges are often commuted for a 
specific sum, or a certain per centage on the freight, {a) 

A bill of lading is called by Lord Loughborough (6) the 
written evidence of a contract for the carriage and delivery 
of goods sent by sea, for a certain freight ; by the common 
law the charges of loading are included in the freight, (c) 
The contract entered into thereby, is entke and indivisible, 
so that the goods must be brought safely to their destina- 
tion, before the ship-owner acquires any right thereon, (c) 
Those decisions which have awarded a payment of freight 
for a delivery of the goods at a port short of the place of 
destination, have proceeded, not upon the contract evi- 
denced by the bill of lading, but upon a new contract 
implied from subsequent facts {d), such as the con- 
signees consent to accept them there, which will be consi- 
dered in treating of freight payable pro ratd itineris peracti. 
Where there are several consignments for the same person, 
some of which, only, have been conveyed safely, the master 
is entitled to freight for the part so delivered, and may, in 



(a) Abbott on Shipping, 272. I (c) 1 B. & P.^6. per Eyre, C. J. 
(6) 1 H. B. 869. I (d ) 7 T. R. 385, per Lawrence, J. 
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certain cases^ have a right to it for the residue that is 
missing ; as if that deficiency had arisen from the perform- 
ance of a lawful act of jettison^ he may claim, upon the 
adjustment of the avenge, the freight that would have 
been earned in respect thereof, in case it had arrived safe, 
and it had not been necessary for the ship's safety to eject 
it (a); and though the goods have been damaged in the 
voyage, if the consignee accept them, he cannot set off the 
amount of the damage suffered, against the freight stipu* 
lated for, but he must resort to an action for the loss he 
has sustained, (b) It appears from the bill of lading cited 
above, that the freight is to be paid by the consignee: the 
master, however, by signing such a bill, does not renounce 
his right to freight from the consignor (c), who has stipu- 
lated to pay it by the terms of the charterparty, and though 
by the delivery to a carrier the property in the goods be- 
comes vested in the consignee, yet, if he countermand th^n, 
or refuse to pay their carriage-price, the consignor is 
liable, (d) Also by the very terms of the bill of lading, a 
lien (€) attaches on the goods to the conount of the freight ; 
andif themasterwithoutinsistingonthat right, part with the 
possession of the goods, the ship-owner may, nevertheless, 
recover the freight on a new contract, implied between him 
and the receiver of the goods. (/) The master of a ship 
contracted by the bill of lading with the shippers, to de- 
liver goods to certain persons .or their assigns, he or thejf 
paying freight for the same, but without the freight having 
been paid, delivered them to a purchaser and assignee of 
the bill of lading, who demanded and took them; such 
demand and taking is evidence of a new contract and 



(a) See tit. Average, po«<. 

(6) Shields v. DatfiSy 6 Taun. 66. 

(c) ChriHy v. Row, 1 Taun. 300. 



(d) Moore y. WiUoHy I T. R. 659. 

(e) Tate y. Meek^ 8 Taun. 293. 
jifrOibbs, C.J. 

(/) Cock V. Taylory IS E. R. 399. 
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promise on the part of such purchaser, as the utoimate 
appointee of the shippers for the purpose of deliveFy, to 
pay the freight, and he is liable for the amount in an action 
of iadebiiahis asmnqnU, brought against him by the ship- 
owner. The parting with the Uen for freight^ is the con- 
sideration for this promise, and the law will only imply it 
against persons who claim in a character under which they 
would be liable for freight. For instance, if an agent by 
order of the consignors receive the goods, as, under such 
a character he is not liable for fi^eight, no promise to pay it 
will be presumed against him ; but if his former course of 
dealing was, under such circumstances, to pay the freight, 
it will be presumed that the goods were delivered on an 
implied understanding, that the same course was to be pur- 
sued in respect to them, (a) 

The authority of Cock ▼. Taylor was fully recognised 
and acted upon in a very recent decision of the Court of 
Common Pleas, and the principle above laid down, on 
which a promise to pay the freight may be implied, was 
there completely established. The facts are very similar 
to those proved in the case of Cock v. Taylor, except that 
in the latter, the party obtaining the goods under the bill 
of lading, was a purchaser; in the former he was the broker; 
in the latter there had been no application to the consignee 
to pay the freight, but the defendant was applied to in the 
first instance; in the former there was a previous demand 
made on the consignee, under an impression that he still 
held the bill of lading ; these facts will explain this portion 
of the judgment of the Chief Justice. (6) " It has been 
attempted to distinguish that case (Cock v. Taylor) from 
the present, by the circumstance that the plaintiff there. 



(tt) Wilson V. Kymer, 1 M. & S. I (6) Dougal ▼. Ketnble^ S Bing. 
157. 168« I Rep. 383. 390. 
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had made no application to the consignee before applying 
to the defendant, and that the defendant was there a pur- 
chaser of the bill of lading. With respect to the a^^ica- 
tion to the consignees, it was made when the plaintiff sup- 
posed them to be the holders of the biHs of lading ; the 
moment the plaintiff discovered that the bills of lading had 
been transferred to the defendants, he applied also to them ; 
and a man is not bound by what he does in ignorance of 
the actual circumstances of his case. As to the circum- 
stance of the defendant in Cock y. Taylor being a pur- 
chaser of the bill of lading, that is got rid of 1^ Bell y» 
Kymer, in which the defendant was ony a broker, and in 
which Gibbs, C. J. said, * the holders of a bill of lading; 
were bound to know, that they were liable for the freight/ " 
The chief points of difference being thus explained away, 
the Court decided, in strict conformity with the judgment 
in Cock V. Taylor, In the above-mentioned case of (a) Bell 
y. Kymery a broker, in possession of the bill of lading, had 
obtained the goods, and it was held, that he thereby impli- 
edly contracted to pay the freight, for he had received them 
in a character in which he was liable for it. However, it 
is only in those cases in which there is no other person to 
whom the ship-owner can resort for the payment of the 
freight, that the law raises this presumption, and the rea- 
son given for it is this, that there might not be a failure of 
justice ; for where the bill of lading expresses that the 
goods are to be delivered to the consignee or his assigns, 
he or they paying freight, and the captain delivers the goods 
to the assigns, without procuring the freight for them, it 
seems he cannot resort back to the shipper, where the 
shipper has never expressly stipulated that he will pay the 



(a) 1 Marsh. 146. 5 Tauo. 477, 
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finei^t. (a) Bat if there be a chaiter-paity (b), or an 
express agreement by deed (c) between the parties, or if 
by contract under seal, a third person is bound to pay the 
freight, there will be no danger of a failure of justice, and, 
consequently, in all these cases it has been decided that no 
such promise can be implied bom the fact of receiving the 
goods, (rf) 



Sect. 3. — On Implied and Verbal Agreements for Freight. 

With regard to the decisions on implied and verbal agree- 
ments, it is held, that if no particular sum be settled as 
the price of conveyance, the carrier may recover his re- 
ward on a qiLantum meruit, (e) So if goods are sent on 
board a vessel generally, the freight must be according to 
that commonly paid for the like accustomed voyages. (^^ 
If there be an earnest given, and a verbal agreement only, 
and the same be broken off by the merchant, according to 
the Rhodian law he loses his earnest ; but if the owners or 
master repent, they forfeit double, (g) But by the com- 
mon law the party damnified may bring his action on the 
case and recover all damages on the agreement. Atkin- 
son contracted with Buckle for the carriage of 100 quarters 
of barley, and promised to deliver unto him the said 100 
quarters on shipboard at Barton Haven, to caiTy them for 



(«) S M. & S. sis. per Bayley. 

Ip) Topley ▼. Afcrient, 8T.R. 451. 
PmroM V. fraXcf, Abbott on Ship- 
l)ing, 281. 

(c) CkrtMty V. lUw^ 1 Taun. 800. 



(d) MoQTsom y. Kymer, 2 M. & S. 
818. 819. 

(e) Bastard v. Bastard, 2 Show. 
81. 

(/) Beawes, Lex Merc. 190i 
(g) Ibid. 187, 188. 
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him, and for the carriage thereof did promise to pay him 
so much ; and Buckle promised to carry the same for him, 
and accordingly brought his ship to the said haven, ex- 
pecting there the delivery of the 100 quarters of barley ; 
but Atkinson came not to deliver the same to him. 
Whereupon Buckle brought his action of assumpsit for the 
freight, and upon the general issue pleaded, had a verdict 
and judgment, which was a£Srmed upon a writ of error, (a) 
If freight be contracted for the lading of certain cat- 
tle or the like from Dublin to West Cheshire, and some of 
them happen to die before the ship's arrival, the whole 
freight is become due as well for the dead as the living ; 
but if the freight be contracted for transportii^ them, at 
so much per head ; if death happens, there ariseth due no 
more freight, than only for such as are living at the ship's 
arrival at the port of her discharge ; but if cattle are sent 
abroad without any previous agreement for lading or 
transporting them, then freight shall be paid as well for 
the dead as the living ; and if freight be contracted for 
the transporting of women, and they happen in the voy- 
age to be delivered of children, no freight becomes due for 
the infants. (6) The foregoing distinctions have been laid 
down by Beawes, as being acknowledged positions in mari- 
time law, of which Lord Mansfield has said that it is not 
confined to any particular country, but that it is the gene- 
ral law of nations: ** Non erit alia lex Romee, alia Athenis; 
aha nunc, alia posthac ; sed et apud omnes gentes, et 
omni tempore una eademque lex obtinebit." (c) 



(a) Atkinson y. Buckky 3 Bulst | (6) Beawes, Lex Mercat. 100. 
152. 1 Ro. 819. I (c) 2 Bnrr. 887. 



140 RIGHTS OF 



Sbct 4. Freighi pro Rata Itineris peracti. 

By the common law the contract of the carrier is indi- 
visible, and he can recover for no portion of the journey 
that haa been made, until the whole is finished, and the 
goods have reached their destination ; but masters and 
owneris ol ships are by the marine law entitled to their 
freight in certain cases pro raid itineris peracti, though 
fiiey have never arrived at their ports of delivery. The 
following case will precisely point out the period at which 
this right commences, (a) 

A ship bound for London, after taking in her cargo, but 
before breaking ground, was cut out of her port of lading 
in Jamaica, by a French privateer, but was afterwards re- 
captured and carried into another port in the same island, 
vdiere the cargo was sold by order of the Court of Admi- 
ralty, and the proceeds of the sale were remitted to the 
defendants as agents for the several owners of goods on 
board. The plaintiffs who were the owners of the ship, 
and at whose expence the cargo was put on board, brought 
this action against them for freight. — Eyre C. J. *^ This 
is a case ol the very first impression : and it appears to 
me that the demand of the plaintiffs is neither warranted 
by the marine or by the common law. The former has 
settled what freight is, what services it includes, and also 
that it is divisible, which is contrary to the principles of 
the common law. At common law all the expences of 
loading are included in the freight, and if the party be not 
entitled to freight, he can demand no satisfaction for load- 
ing. The inception of freight is breaking ground. In the 

(a) Curling v. Long, 1 B. & P. 634. 
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law of insuTanee, indeed, that doctrine is not holden so 
strict, for there if the goods be so situated as to create a 
well grounded expectation of freight being raised, it is 
decided that the freight is insurable^ and recoverable. 
But that does not affect the marine law as to freight in 
cases between the ship-owners and freighters, by which 
this case must be decided. Accdrding to that law no right 
to freight commences till the ship has broken ground; 
here the ship had not broken ground, having been cap- 
tured in the river. The situation of the places where 
cai^oes are taken in, materially varies the labour, cost, and 
pains taken by the shipper and master. In some places 
tiiere is little difficulty and expence; in others a great 
deal. On these circumstances depends the price of freight ; 
if the master incurs this cost and trouble, he takes a 
larger freight ; if the shipper, a smaller. In either case 
the freight is bis reward. If therefore by the marine law 
he be entitled to no freight, he can claim no remuneration. 
So stands the case by the marine law. Let us now view, 
it upon the principles of the common law. The contract 
was to load these goods on board, and bring them to Eng- 
land for a certain price. Upon this contract, how could 
a declaration be framed for the plaintiff's demand either in 
afisumpsit, or in an action on a charterparty ? Could the 
plaintiff state a part performance of the contract, and in- 
sist on payment for it? This could not be done, for by 
the law of England the contract is entire and indivisible. 
By the marine law, indeed, parties may recover pro rati 
if the voyage be interrupted; and by the common law 
where a contract cannot be performed, such a meritorious 
consideration will arise as will sometimes entitle a party to 
recover in the form of an action of assumpsit for work and 
labour even after the contract has been broken." — '* Not, 
however," as he afterwards adds, ** on the foot of the old 
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contracti but on a new contract which springs out of it." 
And it is upon this implied contract, as will be shewn 
hereafter, that freight pro rata itimris is recoverable in an 

acti<m at law« 

The text writers all agree that the freight commences 
from the breaking ground. If goods are fully laden on 
board, and the ship hath broke ground, and the merchant 
on consideration determines again to unload them, and not 
prosecute the adventure, by the marine law the freight is 
due. (a) The principle is, that the ship begins to earn 
whea it begins to move, from whence it seems to be a natu- 
Tal deduction, that ship-owners are entitled to receive in 
proportion to the distance performed. And such was the 
the mode of computation adopted in Luke v. Lyde, (6) In 
that case, a ship was taken by the enemy, after having been 
17 days on a voyage, which usually consumed 21, so 
that it was within four days' sail of the port of deUvery. 
It was afterwards retak^n by an English privateer, and 
brought to England, and after the adjustment of the sal- 
vage, an action was brought for the freight |>ro rata itineris 
peracti at the time it was taken. And it was held, that as 
the master had come 17 days of his voyage, and was within 
four days of the destined port, when the interruption took 
place, he ought to recover freight for 17-21 parts of the full 
voyage, which he obtained accordingly. Nothing can be 
more simple than this method of computation: where the 
circumstances are very similar it may serve as a guide ; 
but the following ease will be sufficient to shew that it 
is perfectly inapplicable to those voyages in which the 
chances, delays, and disappointments usually incident to 
marine adventures have been encountered » and to demon- 
strate the utter impracticability of establishing any general 

(«) Beawes, Lex Merc 189. (h) 8 Bnrr. 888. 
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rule by which future calculations may be regulated. 
The British ship Friends being chartered at Campeachy to 
to deliver a cargo at Lisbon, sailed therewith to the very 
entrance of the Tagus, and being there warned off by the 
blockading squadron^ continued some days with the fleet, 
but was afterwards blown out by a gale of wind, taken by 
a Spanish privateer, retaken by a British cruizer, and car- 
ried into Madeira, where the ship and cargo were sold by 
the recaptors to pay the salvage. A decree was afterwards 
made for a restoration of the proceeds, after deducting the 
salvage (a), and the Court of Admiralty was called upon 
to consider what freight should be allowed under the cir- 
cumstances. The owner claimed the whole freight, to which, 
according to the last case he had a full right, as the ship 
had gone up the very mouth of the destined port; the 
merchant contended that nothing was due, because the 
cargo was not delivered according to the terms of the char- 
terparty. The Learned Judge considering the calamity as 
coomion to both parties, and not attributable solely to 
either, thought that equity suggested a divisioii c^ the loss, 
and directed a moiety of the freight to be paid. (6) The 
computation is made as well in proportion to the quantity 
of the cargo saved, as of the distance performed. In the 
case of hake v. lyde, the salvage consumed a moiety of 
the cargo, and therefore the freight pro rat& itineris, was 
paid only on the other half. In Christy v. Row (c), the 
captain had delivered to the consignees only seven out 
of a cargo, consisting of seventeen keels of coab, and 
was prevented by the restraint of princes from unloading 



(a) The decree was for the resto- 
ration of the ship and cargo, bot 
Mr. Abbott says, probably this 
must mean the proceeds, dednct- 



Ing the salvage, &c. See p. 930. 
n. d. 

(6) Abbott on Shipping, S90. 1 
Edw. Ad. Rep. 246. 

(c) 1 Taan. 300. 
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tile remftinder. The freight stipulated for was £20 per 
keel, and the captain received £140, being at that rate for 
the part he had ddivered. In this case, the captain was 
prohibited by the commander of his majesty's naval force 
there, from proceeding to the ship's destination, which was 
Hambui^gh; but he was ordered to stop at Gluckstadt by 
the consignees, who sent their lighters and received the 
eeven keels at that place. Notwithstanding this, the 
freight awarded was calculated as if the vessel had com- 
pleted its voyage. And the Chief Justice resembled the 
taking of the coals by the order of the consignees in their 
lighters at Gluckstadt to the case of a consignee, who 
meets the carrier's wi^on on the road and accepts his 
.goods there, in which case, the full carriage-price is to be 
paid. 

This partial compensation is derived from the common 
law, acting in aid of the marine law. The latter having 
decided, that in certain cases, freight shall be paid pro rati 
itineris peracti^ the former presumes in those cases, a pro- 
jnise to that effect, as being made by the party who con- 
gents to accept his goods at a port short of the place of 
destination, for be obtains his property with the advantage 
•of carriage so far, and as he cannot be sued for freight on 
the original contract, as that has not been performed, for 
the purpose of justice, and in furtherance of the marine 
law, a promise of partial payment is implied from the fact 
of the acceptance of the cargo, (a) The case of Luke v. 
Lyde, has been mentioned, in allusion to the method of 
computation adopted there ; it is also serviceable in the in- 
vestigation of the principle on which this right is founded, (b) 
That was an action of assumpsit for the freight of goods 
carried in the plaintiff's ship. The defendant had shipped 

(a) W E. B. 520. 7 T. It. 385. (b) 2 Burr. 888. 
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a cargo of fish on board this vessel at Newfouadlaiid> to 
be cairied to Lisbon. When within four days' sail of Lis- 
bon, she was taken by a French ship, and tliree days after- 
wards retaken by an English privateer, and brought into 
the port of Biddeford^ in Devonshire. The salvage ex- 
:hausted half of the cargo, and the other moiety the defen- 
dant accepted at Biddeford. The freight from thence to 
Lisbon was more than from Newfoundland to Lisbon, and 
the fish was unsaleable there ; so that except from the ac- 
ceptance of the goods, there was nothing from whence any 
advantage could be presumed to have accrued to the defen- 
dant by this part-performance of the contract. The plain- 
tiff however recova*ed freight, in proportion to the quantity 
of goods saved, for so much of the voyage as was performed 
at the time of the taking by the French. And in com- 
menting on this decision, it was suggested by Lord Ellen- 
borough, that in order to maintain this action, it was not 
necessary that any benefit should have been conferred on 
the defendant. His Lordship alludes in these words to the 
case just cited : (c) '* An impUed contract was there raised, 
if not on the ground of beneficial service performed for the 
defendant, at least on the ground of labour performed in 
his service by the plaintiff.'' It certainly does not at first 
seem evident, why a party shotdd be bound to pay for 
labour expended, which was not in completion of a con- 
tract he had made, and of which the partial performance 
conferred on him no advantage. And it is submitted, that 
by following the leaning of Lord EUenborough's mind in 
subsequent similar cases, it will appear to have been his 
later opinion, that there must be " a beneficial service," in 
order to imply a promise of payment. In allusion to the 
judgment in Luke v. Lyde, Lord EUenborough has said in 

(a) 5 E. R. 322. 
L 
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another decision, (a) ^^ that the true sense of it has been eit- 
plained by my brother Lawrence in Cook ▼. Jennings, and my 
brother Le Blanc, in MtUhy v. Backer" The first of these 
opinions has been already mentioned in the case which pro- 
duced it, viz. ** that the subsequent receipt of the goods by 
the defendant might ha^e been eridence of a new contract 
between the parties/^ (ft) andthat*of Mr< J. Le Blanc is as 
jRdloWs : *^ Supposing this were a case for the freight of 
goods only> which have been stopped in the coursfe of their 
T03rage and carried to another jdace, then by assimilating 
It to the case of Ijuke r. Ljfde, the plaintiff contends that 
he is entitled to recover p/*o ratd for the freight, not on the 
ground of the original contract, but by reference to the 
marine law, on which the Courts have shaped a course to 
recover for a benefit to the defendant, which made part of 
the original contract. That was the footing on which the 
case of Jjuke v. Lyde was put, that though the master 
could not recover on the original contract which was not 
performed, yet that he might recover on an implied as- 
sumpsit for a benefit already conferred on the defendant, 
which in that case was implied from the acceptance of 
ihe goods by the defendant at the port into which they 
were carried. But here no benefit can be implied from the 
plaintiff to the defendant/' And a nonsuit was for that rea- 
son agreed to be entered in that case, (c) So that the very 
opinion which Lord Ellenborough describes as containing 
ihe true sense of his judgment, explains it as proceeding 
not oh the '* ground of labour performed by the plaintiff in 
the defendant's service,'' but ^ of beneficial service per- 
formed for the defendant," and the benefit is presumed from 
his acc^ept&Uce of the cargo, (a) This is a necessary ingre^ 

<«) Liddard v. Lope^, 10 £. R. 629. I (c) 5 E^^B. $24. 
(6) 7 T. R. 385. I 
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fiient in these acticms^ so that it is called " the very sub- 
stance of the new implied contract in Luke y, I^de." 
And in a case where possession on behalf of the consignee 
of the goods was taken at a port short of the place of des- 
tination^ under an order of the Lord Chancellor, without 
prejudice to the rights of the parties, Lord Ellenborough 
held this not to amount to an acceptance of the goods, and 
consequently decided, that there was ho foundation for a 
promise to poypro rat& itineris. (a) 

There is nothing unreasonable in this implication of a 
promise to pay the freight, arising from the acceptance of 
the goods ; for, from the state of the law, this must always 
be a voluntary act on the part of the defendant ; he may 
refuse them, and insist on the completion of the voyage. 
And in such a case the law imposes the choice of two 
things on the master ; either to refit, if that can be done in 
convenient time, or to hire another vessel to carry the goods 
to the port of delivery. (6) And if the diip owner or master 
r^se to forward th^n, the freighter is entitled to his goods 
without paying any thing, (c) So that if the cargo be forced 
upon him, in consequence of the refusal of the master to pro* 
ceed on his journey, he will be excused freight altogether. 
Where the goods have been sold by a competent authority 
in order to pay the salvage, and the residue of the pro- 
ceeds has been accepted by the owners of the cargo, this 
acceptance is equivalent to an actual restitution of the 
cargo itsdf, and from it a ccKitract will be implied to pay 
&e freight for so much of the voyage as was performed at 
tlie time the accident happened which prevented its com- 
pletion (^; and the merchant, thus taking the substitute, 



(a) Osgood y. OronUg, 2 Cai^p. 

406. 

(b) Beawes, Lex Merc 189. 
Burr. 887. per Lord Mansfield. 

l2 



(c) Per Ld. Ellenb. 10 E.R. 394. 

(d) Baillie v, MondigUani, Park 
on Insurance, 61. 
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which requires no further conveyance, is considered as vir- 
tually dispensing with the further duty of the ship-owners, 
which would have remained to be performed if the goods 
had still continued in sp^ie. (a) But such sale must be 
decreed by the authority of a competent tribunal^ and with 
the consent of the owners of the goods, or no. such result 
will follow the receiving of the proceeds. A decree to this 
effect made by a vice-admiralty court abroad, upon the 
mere petition of the captain, without the consent of the 
owner, will not transfer the property of the ship, there 
being no adequate foundation in the legitimate powers of 
the admiralty court to sustain such a practice, (b) And the 
same illegality extends to a sale of the cargo with the ship, 
so that in such a case no dispensation from further convey-; 
ance will be presumed to emanate from the fact of the 
proprietors of the goods accepting the amount of the pro- 
duce of such unauthorized sale, so as to. charge them with 
any portion of the freight ; but on the contrary thereof the 
act of the captain, in applying for the same, has been 
considered equivalent to a declining to earn any freight ; 
and the proprietors of the goods have been allowed to retain 
their produce without any deduction, in like manner as 
they would have been entitled to the possession of their 
property without paying any thing in case the ship owner 
had refused to forward them, (a) 

. Foreign writers consider passage money the same as 
freight ; and Lord EUenborough (c) has said, that ^* except 
for the purpose of lien, it seems the same thing." Upon 
this resemblance the following case arose. The plaintiff 
agreed to convey the defendant, his family, and luggage 



(a) Hunter v. Prinsep, 10 E. R. 
378. 393. 

(6) Morris v. Rolnnson, 3 B.&C. 



206. p^r Holroyd, J. S.P. JReidv. 
Darby, 10 E.R. 144. 
(c) 5E.R. 321. 
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from Demerara to Flushing. In the course of the voyage, 
his vessel was taken by an English brig and brought into 
Plymouth. The defendant and his family were set at 
liberty, and theur luggage restored. And the ' action was 
brought to recover the passage money for so much of the 
journey as was performed at the time of the interruption'; 
upon the principle that the defendant had accepted his own 
liberation, and his luggage, at Plymouth, and did not re- 
cjuire the plaintiff to carry him on to the end of his joumey> 
which, it was contended, was sufficient foundation for a pro- 
mise to be implied. The vessel and cargo had been libelled in 
the court of admiralty for condemnation, but no decision as 
to the vessel, which was claimed by a British subject as his 
property, had taken place at the commencement of the 
€niit. Upon which fact the case was ultimately decided^ 
and the action, which presumed the freight to be in' the 
plaintiff, was held to have been prematurely brought, 
** pending the discussion of these rights in a court which 
has not only competent but exclusive jurisdiction over 
the question of prize, and which has power to deal with 
the freight as it thinks proper. Pending the suit in the 
adiniralty, no person had a right to restore thepassen^ 
ger's Itiggage, which in strictiless was as much subject 
to the question of prize as the ship and cargo ; and the 
mere restoration of it, de facto, by an unauthorized hand; 
cannot affect the right of the captors pending the suit." {a) 
From what has been said with regard to the necessity 
of an acceptance whereon to ground a promise, it follows; 
that no contract can be implied in a case where the goods 
have been lost by shipwreck, or captured by enemies or 
pirates, (i) But for such as are saved from shipwreck. 



(a) MuUoy v. Backer, S E. R. 316. {b) 2 Burr. b90. 
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the master shall be paid freight, he oonducting them to the 
place appointed. The opticm reserved to the captain, 
when his ship becomes accidentally disabled in its voyage^ 
is subject to this restriction, that there should be no fault 
in him ; and it is derived from the fourth article of the 
laws of Olercm, which is as foUows : (a) " If a vessd be 
rendered unfit to jMoceed in her voyage, and the mariners 
save as much of the lading as possibly diey can; if the 
merchants require their goods of the master, he may deliver 
them if he pleases, they paying the freight in proportioii 
to the part of the voyage that is performed, and the costs 
of the salvage : but if the master can readily pqpair his 
ship, be may do it ; or if he pleases, he meiy freight another 
ship to peifonn his voyage/' And it appears from the 
following case, that if the merchant refuse to place his 
goods OB board the ship so provided by the master, he be* 
comes liable to pay the whole fraght. 

A ship laden with tobacco, and chartered to GHasgow^ 
was cast away at a very short distance from thence, at 
Youghall in Ireland, and 173 hogsheads of tfie tobaoco were 
saved* The diip-owner inunediately provided another 
vessel, and gave notice thereof to the pr«q>rietors of the 
goods. A portion of these which had been insured, was 
at the time of the shipwreck given up to the insurers, 
who^ instead of lading the same on board this vessel, 
to be conveyed, according to agreem^oty to Glasgow, 
carried it away to Bristol. And it was held, that the 
proprietors of the goods wluch had been so taken by 
the insmrers, were liable for the whdie freight. The 
agent of the owners of the remainder ot the cargo was wil- 
ling to have placed it on board the ship thus provided, if 
the master would have signed fresh bills of lading to Olas- 

(a) Burr. 800, cited by Lord Mansfield. 
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gow ; an4 upon a refusal to accede to this, tlie agent sent 
it thither by ^noU^er vessel, where several hogsheads 
were found to b^ so much damaged, that ihey were not 
Altered at &^ custon^rhpusei but burnt at the King's scaler 
tb^re : and it was decided, that the merchants were Uafole 
for freight jE?ro raid itk^rp, for such of the goods as wer« 
brought to Qlasgow, notwithstanding some of them were 
Smv^d damnified and burnt there, (a) 

The inerphant; however, cannot be compelled to accept 
)us goodi? at any place except that to which they were 
destined^ They may be so deteriorated by tempest, led^- 
age, or other accidents, to which all mcuine adventures are 
pubj^t^ as n$>t to bQ worth the freight pro raid, in which 
gases the proprietor may aband(»t them. However, ^^ he 
aliall not/' say^ L<»rd Mansfield, '' take some and abandon 
the rest^ and so pick, and choose what he likes^ taking that 
which i§f not damaged, and leaving that which is spoiled 
or damagedf If he abandons all, be is excused freight ; 
and he may abandon all, though they are not all lost." (b) 
And «-ven at the port of deliv^ the merchant is not bound 
to accept his goods, bunlened wMx the additional expence 
of salvage ; bu|k whether he can abandon there for freight 
aXone^ is a xiiLatter undecided in our law ; but the practice 
for the merchant in this counJ:ry has been, never to insist 
on si^ ^. right, (c) Upon this point there is the follow** 
ing passage in the work of Beowes. 

'' If freight be ixd^mi for a hundred tons of wine^ and 
twenty of theni leak out, so that there is not above eight 
inches from the bulge upwards^ yet the freight becomes 



(a) Lutwidgev.Grey, Heard in 
the Hoase of Lords in 1736. See 
Burr. 885, and Abbott op Ship- 
ping, 307. 
'{b) Burr. 888. 



( c ) See farther on tlus subject,. 
Abbott on Shipping, and the opi-. 
nions of Valin and Pothier tllere^ 
cited and compared, 394 et seq. 
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due; bat if they be under eight inches, some conceive it 
then to be in the election of the freighters to fling them 
up to the master for freight ; but most think otherwise ; 
for if all had leaked out (if there was no fault found in the 
Btofwo/ge by a survey from the Trinity House), there is no 
reason the ship should lose her freight, for the freight arises 
from the tonnage taken ; and if the leakage was occasioned 
through storm, the same perhaps may come into an ave- 
rage.'^ (a) It appears from the case of Tjutwidge v Grej/t 
that it miatters not to what degree the goods are damaged, 
eyen if they are so spoiled as to be burnt at the king's 
scales instead of being entered at the custom house ; still, 
if the owner accept them, he must pay the freight, and he 
cannot set off the amount of the damage incurred against 
the price of the freight, though it exceed the same, or was 
occasioned by the negligence of the master and crew, but 
he must bring a distinct action ; for the master is not 
bound to part with the goods till after he is paid his 
freight. (6) 

With regard to this action for damage suffered in the 
voyage, it is hardly necessary to observe, that if the dete- 
rioration arose from the perishable nature of the commodi- 
ties themselves, from natural decay, from the fault of the 
plaintiff's agents, from the act of God, from public ene- 
mies, or from any of the causes provided against by the 
particular contracts between the parties, the defendant 
will be excused. And the merchant in these cases is 
bound to receive the goods when they are brought to the 
port of delivery, and to pay the freight of them, (c) 



(a) Beawes, Lex Merc. 192. 
Bwfce V. CqU, Hil. 26, 27 C. II. 
B.R. 



(6) Davidsonv.Gtrynne, 12 £.R. ' ing Guidon. 



881. 893. ShkJda v. Jhteis, 6Taoii. 
66. 
(c) Abbott on Shipping, 294, cit- 
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Sect. 6. — Illegal Contracts. 



It is an answer to an action for freight^ that the voyage 
in respect of which it is claimed was illegal for '^ ex 
turpi causa non oritur actio ;" or, in the elegant paraphrase 
of Lord Mansfield, '^ justice must be drawn from pure 
fountains.'' An order of council^ permitting the con- 
signee of goods coming from an enemy's country without a^ 
Ucense, to land them here, on condition of immediately 
re-exporting them, does not so legalize the voyage as to 
enable the master of a ship to recover his freight, (a) It 
has been held that it is illegal for the commander of one of 
his Majesty's ships of war to cany on board her on freight 
the bullion of private merchants, without an order from an 
authority competent to command him to perform that ser^ 
vice, (i) However, in a later case (c), Gibbs, C. J. in allu- 
sion to this decision, said that he would not now pronounce 
that such a transaction was illegal. If the captain be 
paid his freight on an illegal voyage, for goods which are 
lost or damaged, he is answerable for them, in case the 
owner of them was not privy to the illegality (c) ; and on 
the other hand, if (d) a freighter, by loading prohibited or 
unlawful goods occasion the ship's detention, or otherwise 
impede her voyage, he shall pay the freight contracted 



(a) MuUer v. Gernon, 8 Taun. 
394« Blaacfcv.SoSy,! Moore, 531. 

(6) Brisbane v. Davies^ 5 TauD. 
143. 



(c) Hatekwell v. Cooke^ 6 Taan^ 
681. 577. 2 Marsh. 293. S. C 

(d) Beawes, Lex Mere. 191. 
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tind agreed for. Where the captain (a) receives on board 
goods prohibited to be exported from a foreign country, as 
coin from Portugal, the freight is earned for the carriage 
thereof to England ; for although the exportation of coin 
be prohibited by the laws of Portugal, yet the importation 
of it into this country is allowed by our laws, and so 
the trade is lawful here. 

This illegality is, howerer, never presumed. On the con- 
trary, every thing must be taken to have been legally done 
till the contrary is proved. (6) An action was brought 
against a carrier, for losing a parcel containing some bank- 
notes, stamps, and a letter. For the defendant it was said, 
that the st. 42 G. 3. c 81. s. 6. made it illegal to send a let- 
ter in a parcel, and that the plaintiff therefore could not re- 
cover. But there is a proviso in that section, that it shall 
not extend to any letter concerning goods, sent by a com- 
mon carrier to be delivered with the goods to which it 
relates. And the Court held, that inasmuch as illegality 
is never presumed, the defendant should have given primA 
focie evidence that the letter did not concern the stamps 
with which it was sent, (a) In a very late (c) case, the de- 
fendants, who were common carriers, were sued for the non- 
delivery of a parcel containing lace, entrusted to them for 
conveyance from Dublin to Liverpool. In their defence 
they relied on the 46 G. 3. c.87. s. 1. and insisted that, 
pursuant to the requisites of that act^ the plaintiff was 
bound to prove that due entry of the goods in question had 
been made with the proper officer of die customs, or that a 
warrant or licence was had and obtained from such officer. 



(a) Abbott on Shipping, 95. 
B&Hcker V. LawsoHy Rep. temp* 
Hardwicke,S5.194. 



(6) Bennett v. Chugh, IB. & A. 
461. 

(e) SUetme v. Dixony S B. ^ C* 
758. 
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Sut the Court over-ruled the objection, saying that the pre- 
sumption always is^ that the party compUes with the law ; 
tliat the means of proving the contrary were in this case 
iveithin the power of the defendants, if the facts were as 
suggested ; and as no proof was given that the goods were 
not duly entered^ that ground of defence £kiled. 
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CHAPTER III. 



Sect. 1. — Average. 

There is one right remaining still to be considered which 
belongs to the ship-carrier in respect of his freight, in com- 
mon with all those who, having merchandizes on board his 
ship, are interested in the voyage. This right arises from 
the provisions of the marine law in cases of jettison, and it 
creates a claim in his favour, on the adjustment of the aver- 
age, for the freight he would have earned had there been 
no necessity to eject any part of the cargo. In order to 
discover in what cases it may be exacted, it will be neces- 
sary to point out very shortly the reasons, the origin and 
the present state of the law of general average. 

Average and contribution are synonimous terms in ma- 
rine cases, and signify a mean proportion of loss between 
the owners of goods thrown overboard in a storm (in order 
to preserve the remainder, with the ship and lives of the 
men,) and the proprietors of those that are saved, and of 
the vessel, (a) And as ships in their voyages are exposed 
to storms, and often saved from perishing by casting goods 
overboard to lighten them, it has therefore been always 
allowed, and is justified both by law and custom ; and in 
case of any imminent danger any thing may be thrown 
away to evade it; though as heavy goods seem most 

(a) Beawes, Lex Merc. 242. 
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likely to answer the purpose, and are generally least in 
value, they should be first destined to destruction, (a) 
As the common law looks upon the goods or cargo as a 
pawn or pledge for the freight, so the marine law re-* 
gards them likewise as a security for answering any 
average or contribution^ and that the master ought 
not to deliver them till the contribution is settled, they 
being tacitly obliged for the one as well as for the other. (6) 
Accordingly, where there are many consignees, it is usual 
for the master, before he delivers the goods, to take a bond 
from the different merchants for pajnooient of their portions 
of the average when the same shall be adjusted, (c) It is 
a rule that there shall be no contribution but where the 
ship survives the impending danger, for it is the price of 
temporary safety or of deliverance, (d ) And if, being thus 
preserved, and continuing her course, she should afterwards 
be lost, the property saved from the second accident shall 
contribute to the loss sustained by those whose goods were 
cast out on the former occasion, (e) 

It is said that three things must concur in order to 
legalize the throwing overboard of goods, (a) 

First, that what is so condemned to destruction be in 
consequence of a deUberate and voluntary consultation 
held between the master and men. 

Secondly, that the ship be in distress, and that the sacri- 
ficing a part be necessary in order to preserve the rest. 

Thirdly, that the saving of ship and cargo be actually 
owing to the means used with that sole view that is, 
that the sacrifice must at least be the apparent cause of 
extricating the vessel. (J') 



(a) Beawes, Lex Merc. 242. 

(b) Ibid. 244. 

(c) Abbott on Shipping, 362. 



(d) Beawes, Lex Merc. 243. 

(e) Park on Insurance, c. 7. 
(/) Stevens on Average, p. 15. 
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Also by the laws of Wisbuy (a) it was necessary to 
consult the owner of the goods or the supercargo ; and if 
these would not consent, the merchandize might still 
be ejected, if it appeared necessary to the rest of the 
people on board, or according to the consolato del marey 
if approved of by the master and crew, who are presumed 
to hare more experience in maritime affairs than the mer- 
chants, because every one is most learned in his own trad<e 
or calling. (6) \^th whatever rigour these regulations 
may be enforced in foreign courts, they are considered in 
the English law, as being rather founded in prudence in 
order to avoid dispute, than in necessity; for it may 
often happen that the danger is too urgent to admit of any 
deliberation (c); so that where the necessity is apparent 
from other causes, goods may be brought into an average 
though these preliminaries may have been disregarded. In* 
deed, when it is considered that the sacrifice of any portion 
of the cargo is only to be resorted to in the season of im- 
minent peril, and that acts of consultation and deliberation, 
to be effective, require a composure, of spirit and a pre- 
sence of mind generally inconsistent with the sense of 
immediate danger, it will cease to be a cause of wonder 
that few cases of strict legal average have occurred, and 
that in those few, from a too strict and scrupulous adher- 
ence to prescribed forms, there has existed a suspicion that 
the necessity was not so urgent as to justify the jettison. 
Targa, a magistrate of Genoa, (the author of Ponderazione 
sopra la contrattazione maritima,) says, that during sixty 
years of his practice, he had known only five cases of 



(a) ParkoiiIn8araiioe,c.7. I (<?) i E. R. p. 228. t^ Lord 
(6) Steyeos on Average, 11,12. I Renyon. 
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regular jettison^ all of which were suspected of frauds be- 
cause the forms had been too well observed, (a) 

The origiii of average is of very ancient date, for it has 
a principal place in the laws of Rhodes, which were, it is 
said, formed and promulgated nine hundred years before 
the Christian sera, and were afterwards adopted by Jus* 
tinian into his Digest. (6) lliey provide that if goods be 
thrown overboard in order to lighten a vessel, the loss sus- 
tained thereby shall be made good by the contributions of 
those who have benefited by it. (c) The writers on this 
subject have extended this rule of the Rhodian law, ^rit^ 
to aQ goods sacrificed as the price of safety ; and, secondly^ 
to the expences necessary for the attainment of safety. 

Under the word goods is included whatever is ejected for 
iltke common safety ; whether it fonn part of the vessel, or 
of the cargo. Consequently, it comprises the tackle, fur^^ 
niture, boat, ammunition, guns, and masts of the vessel, in 
case they should be cut away, and thrown overboard ; but 
they must be thrown, or removed, by the agency of man, 
not washed overboard, or blown away by the violence of 
the storm ; for, saith Mr. Abbott (d), the broken tools of 
an artificer are not to be made good by his employer. If 
the vessel be run on a rock, a shallow, or a strand, and 
goods be thrown out, in order to raise it ; or if it be pur* 
sued by an enemy, and is gained upon, in order to acceler*- 
ate its flight, (e) ; or if the vessel is rendered unmanage* 
aUe in a storm, on account of the quantity of goods on 
board, and it is relieved of a portion of them, the losses 
ttiay be brought into an average j but, in all these cases 



(a) Stevens on Average, S2, cit- 
ing Kmerigon, torn. 1. p. 605. 

(6) Stevens on Average, p. 4. 

(c) Dig. 14. 2. 1. Lege Rhodift 
cavetor ut, si levands navis gratik 



jactas mercium factus sit, omniom 
contributione sarciatar qnod pro 
omnibvs datum est. 

(d) Abbott on Shipping, 348. 

(0 Ibid. 344. 
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there, must be no fault in the master ; for if in the first, his 
ignorance drove the vessel on the rock ; or« in th^ second, 
oaprice, impatieosoe, or idle fears, were the -motives of his 
ccrndttct ; or, in the last, there had been too large a cai^ 
ou board, as if the master bad laden her aboye the birtb- 
mark {a), or stowed the goods on dec^ without the c<^isent 
of the merchant (6), it is customiary, by the marine laws, 
to have no contribution made, but satisfaction is due from 
the ship, its masters or owners ; but^ if goods got. on deck 
for the purpose of jettison, or to ease the ship when 
in distress; be washed off, this is to be treated as. a jet- 
tison, (c) 

With regard to the boats, it is said, that they must be 
cut away from the ring bolts, to which they are lashed 
upon the deck, and thrown overboard ; for, if outside the 
ship, they are in the same situation relative to the loss, as 
goods which are on the deck, and their value must contri- 
bute to a general average, though it cannot be demanded 
in case of loss. If, however, they were properly lashed tp 
the quarters, it is customary to consider the loss as a gene- 
ral average ; but not so when they are suspended over the 
ship^s stem, that being considered an insecure place, for ^ 
boat, (d) Also, as the thing for which compensation is 
claimed, must be ejected by the act of man, no right to Jt 
will arise for the loss of slaves ; for, although contribution is 
payable in respect of them, whep saved, because they, are 
a. species of merchandize, yet, humanity forbids that they 
should be thrown into the sea for the purpose of lightening 
the vessel, (e) It makes no difference that at the. time the 
act of jettison was done, the vessel had been captured, and 



(a) Beawes, Lex Merc. 244. 

(b) Abbott on Shipping, 355. 

(c) Stevens on Average, 13. 



(<l) Stevens on Average, 16. 
(e) Emcrigon, torn. 1. p. 610. 
646. 
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was in the hands of an enemy, but, if it was necessary for 
the preservation of the ship and cargo^ the same may be 
brought into an average, after a recapture, (a) 

As a corollary from this rule of the Rhodian law, it is 
hdd, that, if in the act of jettison, or in order to accom- 
plish it, or in consequence of it, other goods in the ship are 
broken, damaged, or destroyed, the value of these may be 
included in the general contribution. So, if the sides of 
the ship be cut away, in order to facilitate the operation. (6) 
It has been said, that nothing would foe allowed for slaves 
dirown overboard ; for no legal right can be grounded in an 
act of such cruelty ; yet, the reason for this cannot apply 
to slaves accidentally wounded, or killed, in the performing 
an act of jettison ; and^ as they are considered as part of the 
cargo (c), in respect of which, when saved, contribution is 
payable, and, as in the event of merchandize so injured, 
compensation is due, perhaps the same law ought to go- 
vern each of these cases, and the loss resulting from such 
an accident, ought to be supplied out of the general contri- 
bution. The damage, however, must proceed from the act 
of man, and not be caused by the violence of the storm, or 
the force of the winds. Therefore, all that has been said re- 
garding goods washed overboard, will apply, equally, to mer- 
chandize wetted, or cargoes of salt or sugar diminished or 
spoiled by the waves breaking over, or by the leakage of the 
vessel; and, although contribution is to be made, if the main- 
mast be cut down for the general safety, yet, if by crowding 
too much sail, when pursued by an enemy, it be blown down, 
it is otherwise, for that is the act of the storm, (d) 



(a) Price v. NoUe, 4Taun. 123. 
lb) Abbott on Shipping, S46. 
(c) 4 T. R. 211. per Bnller J. 



(d) Covington v. Roberts, 2 B, 6( 
P.N. R. 378. 
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Sect. II. — When Goods are sacrpicedas the Price of Sqfefy. 

Where a pirate takes part of the goods to spare the 
rest^ this comes into a contribution ; but it is otherwise, 
if he takes it by Tiolence, and, being satisfied, leaves the 
rest ; for, in that case, the property taken is not the price of 
safety to the residue, (a) If a lighter, skiff, or the ship's boat, 
into which part of the cargo is unladen, to lighten the ship, 
perish, and the ship be preserved, contribution is to be 
made, but, if the ship be cast away, and the lighter, boat, 
or skiff, be preserved, no average is to be had, for this rea- 
son, because the safety thereof is not purchased by the 
loss of the ship. (a> Also, the cutting from, or slipping from 
anchors, to avoid running ashore, or on a rock, or being 
run foul of by other ships, or when there is a collision, for 
the purpose of getting clear, as well as the sails, ropes, and 
other materials, cut up, and used at sea, for the purpose of 
stopping a leak, or to rig jury-masts, or for any cause where 
the general safety appears to require the sacrifice, are all 
subjects of contribution. (&) 



Sect. 3. — When the Expenses necessary for the Attainment 

of Scffety are General Average. 

If, to prevent shipwreck or capture, it be necessary to 
run the ship into a harbour, not the place of her destination, 

(a) Beawei^, Lex Merc. 244. 

(h) Stevens on Average, 15, 17. Birkley y. Presgravey 1 E.R. 220. 
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and which cannot be entered without discharging part of 
her cargo, this, as well as the expense of getting her afloat 
(if on shore), are general average. But when it is neces- 
sary to lighten the vessel, in order to enable her to enter 
heri^Tt of destination, there shall be no contribution for 
these diarges ; for the masta:, who knew or ought to have 
known the capacity of the port to which he was bounds is 
in fault for having laden her too heavily, (a) The sum 
awarded or agreed to be paid to ships, boats, and pilots^ 
for bringing a vesael whea at sea in dirtxess into port, and 
for rendering assistance generally, are to be numbered 
among the claims to which all who are interested in the 
adv^iture are subject, (b) It is the same with regard to 
the salvage payable to men of war, and to privateers, for 
recapture from the enemy, (c) The salvage fixed by law 
to be paid on the recapture of British property by king's 
ships is (»ie^ighth, and by a private ship of war, one 
sixth of the true value of the property so retaken from the 
enemy, (d) 

It has been shewn (e) that whatever is lost or broken by 
the ac^al force of the storm is not to be included in an 
average, but only such things as have been damaged, de- 
stroyed, or otherwise affected by the act of man for the 
general safety, in consequence of the storm. This distinc- 
tion must be kept in mind in treating of the expences in- 
cidental to the attainment of safety; for as the best 
writers have thought diffidently on this part of the sub- 
ject, I shall attempt to extract from them such positions 
as seem most consistent with the origin and principle of 



(a) Stevens on Average, 25, citing 
Pothier. 
{b) Ibid. 27. 
(r) Ibid. 28. 



(d ) 43 Geo. 3. c. 160. § 39. 
(e) Ante 161, and Beawes, Lex 
Merc. 161. 243. 
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gross average^ and to make some deductions^ as ooixAaries, 
from the positions in which they agree, and from which 
their diferent opinions diverge. 

If a ship be brought into a port to repair the damage 
sustained in a storm, that this shall come into an 
aTerage, according to the distinction above mentioned, 
is admitted on all hands ; so that if the storm itself cause 
the damage, it falls on the owner. This is . not dis- 
puted ; and if, in order to repair it, pilotage, anchorage, 
and other charges are incurred, these being all incidental 
to the first necessity, it seems just that they should be 
defrayed by the same party. If, on the contrary, the ne- 
cessity to refit arise from the cutting away the masts, 
anchors, cables, or other portions of the ship, by the crew, 
for the preservation of the same, the text writers agree that 
the costs thereof must be borne equally by all the parties 
interested in the adventure, and there appears no equitable 
reason for absolving them from any other expense naturally 
resulting from the injury so inflicted on the vessel, in order 
to ensure its safety. And as, in the words of Mr. Abbott (a), 
the accessary should follow the nature of his principal, if 
it is necessary to unload for the purposes of repair, the ex- 
penses of unshipping, warehousing, and reloading, during 
each of these delays, should be borne by the owners of the 
ship, or defrayed by general contribution, according as the 
original cause of the damage was the act of the storm or 
of the crew. And the case of Birkley v. Presgrave (b) 
seems particularly to support this view of the subject. 
That was an action by the ship-owners against the owner 
of part of the cargo, for a contribution in respect of some 
ropes (the hawser ends and towing lines), which were 



(a) Abbott OB Shipping, S50. 
(^) 1 East R. 220. 
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broken by a storm ; of the cable, which was cut for the 
ship's preservation ; and of charges incurred by the mas- 
ter in the employment of men to prevent the cargo being 
wetted by the sea. Lord Kenyon said, *' all ordinary 
losses and damage sustained by the ship, happening im- 
mediately from the storm or perils of the sea, must be 
borne by the ship-owners." Accordingly, for the hawser 
ends and towing lines, which were broken by the stonk^ 
they recovered nothing ; but for the cable that wm cut, and 
the wages of the men employed by the master to pre- 
serve the cargo, they had a verdict. 

It is said (a), although it is a question undecided in our 
courts (b)y '^ that the charges of unloading a ship to get 
her into a river or port, ought not to be brought into a 
general average, but when occasioned by an indispensable 
necessity to prevent the loss of ship and cargo ; as when a 
ship is forced by a storm to enter a port to repair the 
damage she has suffered, if she cannot continue her voyage 
without an apparent risk of being lost; in which' case the 
wages and victuals of the .crew are brought into an average; 
from the day it was resolved to seek a port to refit a vessel 
to the day of her departure from it, with all the charges of 
unloading and reloading, anchorage, pilotage, and every 
other due and expence occasioned by this necessity." 

With great deference to such a writer, it may be remarked 
upon this passage, that if a ship is not sea<*worthy when it 
jsets sail, and is so disabled by a slight gale, that for its 
safety it is necessary to unload for the repair thereof, these 
expenses, and those collateral to than, must be defrayed 
by a general contribution, if this doctrine were admitted to 



(a) Beawes, Lex Merc. 245. 

(b) 2 T. R. 414. per Buller. 4 M. & S. U^ 
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the letter, although the ship-owner is bound, erea when 
there is no chart«rparty, to provide a vesael, which, without 
any extraordinary accident, could perform the voyage, (a) 
But even if the vessel were sea-worthy at first, it seems, 
that on the principle on which average is allowed, before it 
18 granted, the cause of this indisp^isable jaecessity men- 
tioned by Beawes should be examined ; for it might be 
that the mast or rigging of the vessel had been blown 
down, in which case, though the necessity c£ repair is 
palpaUe, it has been shewn (6) the loss would fall on the 
ship-owners ; and it would be struxge to say, that though 
the expense of repair falls on the ship-owners, yet if it be 
necessary to unload for this purpose, all the charges col- 
lateral thereto shall come into an average ; whereas, if the 
distinction above mentioned be attended to, and it be disco- 
vered whether this indispensable necessity was the imme- 
diate effect of the nUxm, or caused by the crew, no such 
contradiction or inconsistency will exist, and the rule of 
deeisiooi will be plain, simple, and accordant with the prin- 
ciples on which this right is founded. 

According to this doctrine, the case (c) of Power v. Whit^ 
foore seems to have proceeded ; and the distinction I have 
taken is also noticed there^ That was an action on a poUcy 
of insurance. And one point in the case waa^, whether the 
wages and provisions of the crew, while a ship remained in 
port whither she was <x)mpeUed to gcfor the safety of the 
ship and cargo, in order to repair a damage done by tempest 
ahne, were the subject of general average. Lord Ellen- 
borough said, that *' the language of Beawes in the pasr 
sage cited/' which is the same that I have been consider* 



(a) Andes v. Stevens, 1. Str. 
12T. 



(fr) CovingUm t. Roberts, 2 B. & P. 
N. R. 37S. 
(c) 4 M.&S. 141.149. 
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ingy '^ was very loose ; and that the same doctrine was 
not^ he believed, to be found in other writers of equal au-? 
ibority. General average must lay its foundation in a 
sacrifice of part for the sake of the rest ; but here was no 
sacrifice of ai^ part by the master, but only of his time 
and patience ; and the damage incurred was by the vio- 
lence of the wind and weather. That this was not like 
the case recently before the Court, where the master 
was compelled to cut away his rigging in order to pre*- 
serve the ship, and afterwards put into port to repair 
that which was sacrificed ; and still less was the damage 
incurred while standing out to sea, an object of contribu* 
tion." The case alluded to by Lord EUenborough was 
that of Plummer v. Wildman (a), in which the expense of 
unloading was claimed as general average. Le Blanc, J. 
in accordance with the doctrine that collateral charges 
must partake of the nature of the first charge, said, in 
pronouncing hia opinion, <' that the unloading may be ge- 
neral average, if it w^re necessary in order to repair the 
ship :" ther^ being no doubt on the bench that the ex- 
penses of repair were to be borne by a general contribution. 
And with regard to the degree of repair permitted to be done, 
lest the ship owners should be benefited at the cost of the 
merchants and proprietors <^ the cargo, it was held that 
so much as was necessary to the enabling the ship with 
her cargo to prosecute the voyage, and no more,, should be 
brought into an average ; and in adjusting it, the benefit, if 
there be any, which resulted to the ship from the repair, 
should be deducted, and the rest be placed to the account of 
the general average. (6) If, by the collision of another ship, 
so much damage be suffered as to make it necessary for 
the general safety to cut away part of the rigging, and to 

(«) 3 M. & S. 482. (b) Ibid. 486. 487. 
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put into port to refit, tiie expences * unay(»daUy incutred 
by 6uch necessity may be considered as the subject of ge- 
neral average ; but the captain's expenses duriiig the i^ 
pairing, and crimpage, must be borne by the ship-owners 
only.(fl) 

The dami^es occasioned by the storm or by the crew 
have been considered. There is, however, an intermediate 
mode of injury, proceeding from neither of these causes ; 
namely, that which is inflicted by the attack of an enemy 
or pirate. There are contradictory opinions on this point en- 
tertained by the best writers (6), though since the case of To^- 
lor V. Curtis, which was very fully argued, it may be consider- 
ed as settled in our law. In order to show. the consistency of 
that judgment, with the decision of Plummer v. Wildman 
it may be worth while to remark, that the expense allowed 
in the latter case for the repair was not such as to put the 
vessel in the same state in which it was before the accident 
happened, but only so much as was necessary to enable it to 
complete its voyage ; from whence we may reasonably infer, 
that if it could have performed its voyage, though damaged, 
without refitting, no allowance as general average would 
have been granted for the deterioration of the vessel. In 
Taylor V. Curtis (c), the ship resisted with success the attack 
of a privateer ; and having beat her off, proceeded to her 
port of destination, and delivered her cargo in safety to the 
consignees. The damage sustained by the hull and ri^ng 
of the vessel, the cost of her repairs, the expense of the 
cure of those wounded in the engagement, and the ex- 
penditure of powder and shot, were sought to be recovered 
as general average, but they were disallowed by the Court. 



(a) 3M.<S^8. 486,487. 

<b) Parke on Insurance, c, 7. p. 140. Abbott on Shipping, 353. 

<tf) 6 Taunt. 608. 
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" Nothing/' said the Chief Justice, ** in foreign jurists 
ought to govern our judgment on these pphits, unless they 
have been sanctioned by received principles^ decided cases/ 
OS the general usage of merchants. But we find none of 
these lights that might guide us. We have been so long 
involved in war, that similar circumstances must have 
been of general occurrence, and similar claims would have 
been made on the one side and submitted to on the 
other, if they were founded in law. But this has not been 
the case. These losses must therefore be taken not to 
fall within the description of general average. If, how- 
ever, it came within the principle, it would equally be due 
to the plaintiffs, though this were the first instance in 
which the claim had been preferred. The measure of re- 
sisting the privateer was for the general benefit ; but it 
was part of the adventure. No particular part of the 
property was voluntarily sacrificed for the protection of the 
rest. The losses fell where the fortune of war cast them ; 
and there, it seems to me, they ought to rest.*' The ex- 
penses of curing and attending on the officers and ma- 
riners wounded in an engagement are peculiarly provided 
for by the legislature of this country ; and means are 
pointed out by which a distribution of money may be 
made among them, *^ having special regard," saith the 
statute (a), ^* to the widows and children of such as shall 
have been slain in that service, and such as have been 
wounded or maimed.^' It is decided that the damage 
arising from the collision of one ship with another falls 
on the owner of the property injured (6), whether 
it be the vessel or cargo ; but if the ship be thereby so 
disabled as to be compelled to cut away its rigging, and to 



(a) 22 & 23 Car. 2. c. 11. § 10. 
11&12 W. 3. c. 7. $11. 8 G. 1. 
c. 24. 



(h) Buller ▼. Fisher, Abbott on 
Shipping, p. 364. 
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require repairiiig to complete its Toyi^, the ease of Phtm- 
mer v. Wtldman{a) prores that so much lefittiiig as is ne<* 
cessary for that purpose may be brought into an average ; 
and it seems to follow, by comparing that with Taylor v. 
Curtis, that though the loss suffered in a hostile encounter 
is to rest where it was inflicted, yet if the vessel be thereby 
rendered incapable of reaching its port of destination, 
without sacrificing a part of its cargo, and repairing, by 
atialogy with the case just mentioned, the expenses of these 
may be brought into an average. 

If a ship be detained in port by order of the state, whe* 
ther the wages and expenses of the crew during her arrest 
shall be brought into an average, is a question on which 
the best writers have held different opinions. Magens (b) 
maintains that they should not ; Beawes (c) is of opinion 
that they should ; and Mr. Abbott (d) considers such a 
case not to fall within the principle of the Rhodian law> 
because the delay does not proceed from the act of the 
master or persons belonging to the ship, nor is it for the 
general benefit There are many cases (e) wherein mari- 
ners have sued the ship-owners for their wages during the 
detention of the vessel by a hostile power, and unless the 
owners have proved that no fi^ight was earned, they have 
been responsible for these charges ; but whether they may 
afterwards bring them into an average, or are merely to 
deduct them from the freight earned, does not appear. In 
Sharp V. Gladstone (/) there was a hostile seizure of a 
British ship at St. Petersburgfa ; the owners had insured 
the ship to one set of underwriters, and the freight to 
another set. Upon the detention they abandcmed the ship 



(a) 3 M. & S. 482. 

(b) Parke oa Iniar. c. 7. p. 142. 

(c) Beawes, Lex Merc. 24S. 
(d ) Abbott on Shipping, 351. 



(e) Thomson v. Rowcrofty 4 E. R. 
33. BoiJe V. Tkomson, ib. d46. 
Brown v. Milner, 7 Taun. 319. 

(/) 7 E.R. 24. 
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and the freight ta the respective insuiers of eaeh^ who paid 
as for a total loss. The ship was afterwards liberated^ a 
cargo was taken on boards and it reached its destination, 
earning freight. It was held that the expenoes and wages 
of the crew during the detention should be apportioned to 
the several sets of underwriters according to thdr different 
degrees of interest, and Lord EUenborough (a) seemed to 
think that such wages and provisions of the crew as were 
occasioned by a hostile detention would [oome under gene* 
ral average. However^ in a later decision {b), wherein the 
costs of repairing and unloading were made good by a con- 
tribution, the Court disallowed the charge (oft the captain's 
expenses during the delay necessary for that purpose^ and 
intimated that that should properiy fall on the ship-ovimers, 
and it is not easy to discover how a distinction could 
have been made, if the wages of the crew had been also 
claimed, which seems to be a very strong case^ because it 
excepts from charges allowed to be general average, the 
additional expencea of the captain, though both were inr^ 
curred at the same time, in the prosecution of the same 
[Riirpose, and wei-e the result of the same accident ; and 
consequently, if from their nature they were capable of 
being the subject of general average, ought both to have 
been included therein ; but according to our law the tenor 
of the cases seems to demonstrate that this increase in the 
amount of the wages and provisions of the crew^ which i& 
not voluntary,, but the consequence of the enmity of a fo* 
reign state, must be a charge upon the freight. And this 
is conformable to what is said by Mr. Justice Buller (c), 
that " where a ship is detained by an embargo, the Court 



(a) 7 £. R. 36. 

(6) Plummer v. WUdman^ 3 M. 
& S. 487. 



(c) DaCe3tay,Newnham,2T.R, 
414. 
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have said that the ezpence shall fall oa the owner only-, 
and the freight shall bear it." There is indeed such a con- 
nection between freight and mariners' wages {a), the one 
constituting a fund to satisfy the other, so that a loss of 
the former is an answer to an action for the latter, that it 
seems reasonable, since the profit from the diminished 
charge for wages and provisions in an exceedingly speedy 
voyage accrues only to the owners, that the increase in 
these charges, whether the unavoidable consequence of an 
embargo or a storm, should fall on the same psurties. Be- 
sides, the principle on which the Rhodian law awards 
contribution is this, that the sacrifices made should pro* 
ceed from choice {b) and deUberation; but in the case of a 
hostile embargo, the crew are generally either made pri- 
soners of war(c) or detained by force, so that the time 
and labour thereby sacrificed is the result of hard neces- 
sity, and can no more be considered as yielded by choice, 
than when the mast or rigging of a vessel is blown down 
by the violence of the storm (d), but each misfortune is 
produced by an external overpowering force. But if the 
ship be captured or detained in port, and the crew be set 
at liberty, and the mariners, instead of availing themselves 
of their liberty, remain on board to take care of and reclaim 
her, and succeed therein, this seems to be a voluntary sa*^ 
orifice of their time and trouble for the general safety, and 
in it they are as much directed by their choice as when 
goods are thrown overboard or rigging cut away to pre- 
serve the vessel (e), and in such a case it is the opinion of 



(a) BeaU v. Thomson^ 4 £. R. 
662. 4 £. R. 43. Broum v. Milnery 
7 Tann. 810. 

(b) Beawes, Lex Merc. 242. 
Parke on Insurance, tit. Gross 
Average. ' 



(c) 4 £. R. 551. 

(d) Covington v. RoberU, 2B,Si 
P. N. R. 878. 

(e) Berkley v. Presgrttvey 1 E. R. 
220. 
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Beawes (a) and of Magens (b), that not only the charges 
of such reclaiming shall be brought into a general average, 
but the wages and expenses of the ship's' company during 
her arrest and from the time of her capture, and being dis- 
turbed in her voyage; for the crew remained on board to 
take care of the vessel, whilst they were endeavouring to 
reclaim her, and these charges were occasioned with the 
sole view of recovering the ship and cargo for their pro- 
prietors. 

If a ship be taken by enemies or pirates, and the master, 
to redeem it and cargo, promises a certain sum of money 
for which he becomes pledge or captive in the hands of the 
captor ; in this case he is to be redeemed at the expence of 
the ship, lading, and money (if any on board), all being 
obliged to contribute for his ransom according to each 
man's interest, (c) And in this single instance sailors 
must contribute in respect of their wages, (d) This can 
hardly happen with regard to any ship belonging to an 
English subject, for the legislature (e) has prohibited the 
ransoming of such ships, and declared all agreements en- 
tered into for that purpose void in law : and a penalty 
attaches on all persons making such contracts for ran- 
som. But as this statute contains an exception of those 
cases of extreme necessity wherein ransom may be al- 
lowed by the Court of Admiralty, it has been thought 
necessary to mention here, the parties who are bound to 
contribute thereto. 



(a) Beawes, Lex Merc. 245. 
(&) Parke on Insurance, c. 
p. 141. 
(c) Beawes, Lex Merc. 244. 
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(d) Abbott on Shipping, 857. 

(e) See 45 Geo. S. c. 72. a, 16, 17/ 
and 18. 
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Sect. 4. — On the Contributory Interest. 



Having treated of those cases in which a contributioa 
may be claimed, it remains to shew the manner of proceed-- 
ing therein; so that the amount of the losses may fall 
equally on all those concerned in the adv^iture, according 
to their different degrees of interest. The average ought 
regularly to be adjusted at the place of the ship's destina- 
tion, or delivery of her cargo, (a) The shipper of goods, 
tacitly, if not expressly assents to general average, as a 
known maritime usage, which may, according to the events 
of the voyage be either beneficial or disadvantageous to 
him. And by assenting to general average, he is under- 
stood to assent also to its adjustment, and to its adjust* 
ment at the usual and proper place, and by consequence 
to the usage and law of that place at which the adjustment 
is to be made. There is no general rule acknowledged 
by commercial nations to regulate the mode of proceeding 
in their calculation, but on the contrary, almost every 
country has a method of adjustment peculiar to itself. In 
some states, the goods thrown overboard are valued at 
their invoice price ; in others, this is made to depend on 
this distinction^ whether the ship was neai'er its port of 
embarkation or destination at the time they were ejected. 
In France, and many of the continental states, contribution 
is made in some cases for the whole, in others for a moiety 

(a) Simonds v. White, 2 B. & C. 811. 813. 
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only of the value of the ship and of the gross freight, (a) 
According to the law of England, when the adjustment is 
made at the conclusion of the voyage, the value of the 
ship, the goods saved, and the (b) freight earned, are cal- 
culated at the port of delivery, and charged with the pay- 
ment of avenge in respect of the damage sustained, the 
goods thrown overboard, and the freight that would have 
been payable for those goods if they had reached their des- 
tination. The ship and cargo, deducting the freight and 
expenses of carriage, are estimated according to their value 
at the place where the adjustment is to be made ; the freight 
is calculated after a deduction for wages, provisions, and 
the expenses of the voyage. The principle on which 
freight is to contribute, is that it was one of the things in 
hazard at the time the sacrifice which produced the general 
average was made (c) ; out of these the contribution is raised* 
The damage, if sustained by any thing which has been 
thrown into the sea and again recovered, is estimated 
by the consequent deterioration of that commodity {d) ; 
for goods shipped in England and thrown overboard in a 
storm, if picked up by an English ship, may be recovered by 
the owners in an action of trover (e) ; if it is sustained by the 
sacrifice of the ship's furniture, it is to be ccdculated at the 
expense of replacing it new, with a deduction of one-third, 
which falls on the ship-owners, to counterbalance the ad- 
vantage they might otherwise acquire by the exchange of 
new tackle for that which had been used (/*), and the worth 
of the goods lost is discovered by the price they would 



(a) Abbott on Shipping, S66. 

(6) WiUiams v. London Assurance 
Company J IM.&S. 318. 

(c) 4 M. & S. isa. per Lord £1- 
lenborough. 



(d) Beawes, Lex Merc 244. 

(e) Tucker ▼. Cappes, 2 RoU. R. 
498. 

(/) Abbott on Shipping, 358. 
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have fetched, if they had been delivered according to the 
conaigiuneoty and sold at their destined market. 

The abore method of adjustment is in confomuty witii 
the example given by Mr. Abbott (a), when it is made at 
the port of delivery. If however, the storm, or other ac- 
cident happen at the commencement of the voyage, so that 
it is necessary to return to the port of lading to refit, and 
thereupon the average is adjusted immediately'; the cargo 
is to be valued according to the invoice price, and it seems 
the average must be calculated upon an assumption that 
die voyage will be performed, and the freight earned; (b) 
But though the ship return to its port of lading, it 
seems the master is not bound to make an immediate 
adjustment of the average, but the same may neverdie- 
less be settled at the conclusion of the voyage. In 
the case of Williams (c) v. the London Assurance Cant' 
pony, the ship was chartered for a voyage, out and 
heme from London to the £a8t Indies. Soon after leavingc 
the port of London,, she met a severe gale of wind, in 
which. sb6 lost her anchor and cables, and was afterwards 
driven upon a. sand near the Nore, and suffered considera- 
ble damage, so that she was brought back to Lcmdon, and 
unloaded ; after having been repaired, she proceeded on her 
voyage, and delivered her cargo in the East Indies, and was 
in the Thames with a return cargo at the time of the trial, 
and in a situation to deliver it. The general average 
amounted to £5,742 ; and whether the freight which had 
been earned and received for the whole voyage out and home 
should contribute to it, was the question. Lord EUenborough 
said, '^ It is contended, the whole freight out and home is 
not liable ; but the whole was affected and might have been 

(a) Abbott on Shipping, 359. 

(b) WUUamB ▼. London A»»wran€e Company ^ 1 M. & S. S24. 

(c) iM.ScS. $18. 
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frustrated by the loss, and was eveatually preserved to the 
owners by the repairs done to the ship;" and afterwards his 
liordship added, ** the -difficulty as to the outward and 
b<HXieward voyage seems to be removed by the consideration 
ttmt the whole freight was saved by the repairs." 

The goods^ to be contributory, must be destined for traf- 
fic ; for the provisions of the ship, and the wearing apparel, 
jewels, and other property of passengers, which were in-* 
tended for use and consumption, and not for profit, are ex- 
empt from contributing towards this fund though if lost 
or damaged for the general safety, they become a charge upon 
it. (a) But precious metals belonging to the passengers 
must be brought into an average when transported for 
larading purposes ; and since the sacrifices of commodities 
of greater bulk have purchased their security, they are to 
be valued according to their intrinsic worth, and not in 
proportion to the space they occupied on board. ' As 
slaves are a species of merchandize, the proprietor of them 
must contribute in proportion to their value. Except in 
the single case of ransom and that for the purpose of 
stimulating them to make a stronger resistance, mariners 
never ccmtribute, in respect of their wages. This rule and 
exception are derived from the same principle, namely, a 
regard for the general benefit ; for, if wages were contribu- 
tory, the mariners might retard a necessary act of jettison, 
and endanger the safety of the vessel, under a fear Of dimi* 
lushing the amount of their pay. {b) 

If a master (c) of a ship lets her out to freight, and in con- 
sequence thereof receives his loading, and aft^ivards takes 



(a) Beawes, Lex Merc. 243. 
Magens, 62,6S* 

(6) Abbott on Shipping, 357. 



Emerigon, torn. i. p. 642. Big. 
xlv.2.2. 3. 
(c) Beawes, Lex Merc. 244. 
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in some godds without leave of the freighters, and on a 
storm arising at sea> part of his freighter's goods are thrown 
oyerboard, the remainder are not subject to an average, but 
the master must make good the loss out of his own purse. 
And if the goods so wrongfully shipped are ejected, it is the 
opinion of Mr. Abbott (a), that the freighter's caigo is not 
bound to contribute ; but the value of the goods on the 
deck must^ according to equity be brought into the ap- 
portionment, if saved, by the sacrifice of any 6ther part 
of the cargo, or of the ship, (b) 

If the cargo produce nothing, or if the charges be 
greater than the gross produce, then it should contribute 
nothing, as a person is required to pay only in proportion 
to the benefit received ; for if the cargo had not arrived, 
the charges would not have been incurred ; but having ar- 
rived there are no proceeds, and therefore there was no- 
thing at risk as regarded the merchant. It is on the same 
equitable principle, that if goods be abandoned to those 
who save them, there can be no claim for salvage ; for it 
can never exceed the benefit procured by it. (c) There is 
a difference, however, in the manner of valuing goods in an 
action against a carrier and in a case of average, whidi 
will be manifest from the following judgment of Sir James 
Mansfield, (d) ^* It was argued here upon the loss of a 
trinket, which cost u very few pounds in the East In- 
dies, that the plaintiff was entitled to calculate the 
loss at an advance of £70. or £80. per cent. ; I held that 
against a carrier as an insurer, he could only calculate the 
value of his goods at an invoice price ; the case of an 
insurer was fully agreed upon there." And Lawrence, J. 



(a) Abbott on Shipping, 365. 
(5) Stevens on Average, 53. 
(e) Ibid. 52. 



(d) Waldron v. Coombe, % Tann. 
162. 



COMMON CARRIERS. 179 

lidded, '^ That when goods are shipped upon an invoice 
the loss is calculated upon that basis ; when otherwise, 
recourse is to be had to the produce of the market." This 
mode of calculation is founded on the settled law of insur- 
ance attaching on the legial character of a carrier, which 
is ihoi of an insurer ; it is only adopted in an 
action against him as such, and is not applicable to 
a case of general average, the intent of which is that the 
owner of goods lost should have all the profits he would 
have acquired if his merchandizes had reached their 
destined market, abating only his proportion of the sacri- 
fice made for the general safety. 

Having thus discussed the last right of the carrier, it 
remains only to be observed, that there are many nice 
distinctions not mentioned in the preceding pages, under 
which contributions may be claimed, or a contributory 
interest created. To have considered all these in their order 
would have induced a lengthened essay into the whole 
custom and practice of average, rather than what has 
been attempted in this treatise — to lay down such an 
exposition of the principles of this part of the law as is 
necessary to understand the situation of the ship-owner 
with regard to the rights accruing to him from the per- 
formance of a legal act of jettison. 
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ABANDONMENT of Goods brought by sea, 151. 
on account of damage, 152. 
of salvage, 151. 
of freight, 151. 
ACCEPTANCE, Special. See Notices of Limitation. 

of goods necessary in order to recover freight pro ratdy 147. 
effect of on the payment of freight, 135. 
ACCIDENT, Inevitable, 
carrier liable for, 18, 
ACTIONS 

against the carrier by the consignor, 51, 52. 

consignee, 50. 

assignee of the bill of lading, 52* 
117,118. 
by the carrier against the consignor, 122. 126. 

consignee, 128. 130, 131. 
assignee of the bill of lading, 135. 
factor as holder of the bill of lad- 
ing, 137. 
ultimate appointee of the shippers, 
136. 
ADJUSTMENT of General Average, 174. 
how made at the port of lading, 176. 

discharge, 175. 
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ADMIRALTY COURT, Jurisdiction of, 
in cases of loss by pirates, 20. 

capture and condemnation, 126, 149. 
disputes between part-owners; 121. 
AGREEMENT. See Freight. 

special, to carry goods, 32. 36. 
ASSIGNMENT of Bill of Lading, 

transfers property in goods at sea, 52. 
by a factor as a pledge, 87, 88. 

without a good consideration, 88. 
when it destroys consignor's right of resumption, 84, 85, 86. 
AVERAGE, General or Gross, 
definition of, 156. 
origin of, 159. 

cargo a security for, 157. . 

mode of secunng payment of, when there are many con- 
signees, 157. 
the consultation between the master and men, 157. 

with the owner of the goods, 158. 
goods ejected or furniture of ship cut away, 159, 160. 
stowed on deck, 160. 
ejected during capture, 161. 
or ship's furniture damc^ed by a jettison, 161. 

by the storm, 161. 
taken by pirates, 162. 
emptied into lighters, 162. 
thrown out to enter the port of destination, 163. 

not her desUned port, 163. 
contributory, 177. 

ill case of ransom, 173. 
slaves thrown into the sea, 161. 
ex^penses of unshipping, warehousing, &c. 164» 167. 
wages of crew, 166. 172. 

losses in an engagement with an enemy or pirate, 168. 
curing officers and men wounded, 169. 
colluion of one ship with another, 169. 
expenses during iA embargo, 170. 

of men detained by force, 172. 

voluntarily remaining, 173. 
asdjustmfetot of at the port of delivery, 175. 

lading, 176. 
in case of unproductive cargo, 178. 

BAILMENT, 

without reward, 7. 
for a reward, 8. 
fraudulent, 35, 36. 



PRINCIPAL MATTERS. 183 

BAILEE for Hire 

liable for ordinary neglect, 8. 
BANKRUPTCY. See Stoppage in Transitu. 

of consignee, 79. 95. 
BARRATRY, 

who is owner for the purposes of, 112. 
BILL OF LADING, 

what it is, 1 34. 

the present form of, 133. 

their negotiable property, 52. 81. 

indorsement of in blank, 82. 

to a particular person, 84. 

assignment of as a sale, 83. 

by a factor as a pledge, 87, 88. 

freight due in respect of, 132. 
BULLI9N, 

freight for the carriage of in the king's ships, 153. 

importation of from Portugal, 154. 

CAPTURE, 

what constitutes it, 126. 

its effect upon contracts to carry goods, 127. 
CAPTURED GOODS, 

freight earned in respect of, 127. 
CARGO, 

delivery of to the master, 5. 

deterioration of from sea damage, 151. 

natural decay, 152. 

part delivery of to the consignee, 96. 109. 

detainer of for freight, 102. 

stoppage of m transitu at sea, 71. 

sale of by the captain, 107, 108. 148. 
CHARTERPARTY, 

construction of, 103. 

form of, 104, 105. 

to vest the possession of the ship in the charterer,. 

104. 
to retain it in the owner, 105. 

parties entitled to enter into it, 120. 

usual stipulations in, 117. 

freight due in respect of, 119. 

dissolution of by the imposition of an embargo, 126. 
COACHMASTER, 

liable for the acts of his servants, 25. 

loss of luggage by his porter, 26. 
COMMANDER of King's Ship carrying bullion, 153. 
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COMMITTEE of the House of Commons, 33. 

report of respecting carriers, 34. 
CONCEALMENT of value, how it aifects the carrier, J5. 
CONDEMNATION, 149. See Admiraittf Court. 
necessary to constitute capture, 126. 

sentence of by the consul of an enemy in a neutral state, 127. 
CONDITION precedent to the recovery of freight, 1«8. 130, 131. 
CONSIGNEE, 

countermand of goods by, in expectation of bankruptcy, 79. 
refusal of to pay the carriage, 135. 

to accept goods, 1 35. 
where there aire several, bond from for payment of average, 
167. 
CONTRACT, 

by charterparty, 1 19. 
by bill of lading, 132, 
verbal and implied for freight, 138. 
suspension of by an embargo, 124, 125. 
dissolution of by an embargo in the nature of reprisals, 126. 

by capture, 127. 
by the act of God, 16, 1 7. 
by enemies of the king, 20. 
illegality in, never presumed, 154. 
CONTRIBUTION. See Average, General. 
CONVERSION by a Carrier, 
what constitutes it, 76. 
demand and refusstl, when evidence of, 75. 
COUNTERMAND of Delivery. See Stoppage in Transitu. 
by consignor on the bankruptcy of consignee, 69. 

when consignee was solvent, 67. 
by consignee iu the expectation of bankruptcy, 79. 

DECREE 

of condemnation by the court of admiralty, 126. 149. 

by a court not of competent jurisdiction, 
127. 
of sale of the cargo by a vice- admiralty court abroad, 108. 

by ditto, on a petition of the captain, 
107. 148. 
DELIVERY. See Countermand. 
of goods to a carrier, 6. 

to the mate of the vessel, 5. 54. 
from a carrier to the consignee, 94. 

assignee of the bill of lading, 87. 
factor in possession of the bill 
of lading, 137. 
difference of by a carrier by land or by water, 91, 92. 
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DIAMONDS to bQ iQserted in the bill of lading, 47, 4^ 
DISSOLUTION of contracts for the conveyance of goods, 

by act of the state, 126. 

by capture and condemnation, 127. 

EAST INDU COMPANY, 

the usual contents of their charterparties, 104. 

the effect of their charterparties to transfer the possession of 
the ship, 104. 
EMBARGO, 

when the expenses of are a subject of general average, 173. 

when not, 170, 171, 172. 

when it suspends contracts for the conveyance of goods, 124. 

when it operates as a dissolution of them, 126. 

wages of crew detained during the continuance of, 171. 

remaining voluntarily to reclaim the ship, 173. 
EMBEZZLEMENT, 

by master of the ship, 46. 

ship-owners liable for, to the value of ship and freight, 47. 
EXTORTION, 

legislative checks against, 33. 

carrier liable for at common law, 32. 

FACTOR is a private bailee for hire, 8. 

how far principal is bound by his acts, 55, 87. 
cannot pledge bill of lading, 55. 

cannot assign bill of lading without a good consideration, 88. 
cannot bind • his employer's goods with the payment of his 
own debts, 101. 
FIRE on SHIPBOARD, 

carriers by water not liable for, 47. 
FRAUD, 

effect of in the bailment of goods, 35. 
FREIGHT, 

in respect of a charterparty, 119. 
a bill of lading, 132. 
implied and verbal agreements, 1 38. 
goods lawfully ejected, 100. 156. 

spoiled or damaged, 152. 
living animals, 139. 

the lading of prohibited goods> 153, 154. 
pro ratd, when payable, 140. 

how to be calculated, 142, 143. 
abandonment of cargo for, 151. 
not earned till the ship has broke ground, 142. 
insurable before the ship has broke ground^ 141 . 
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FREIGHT — continued. 

when payaUe by cons^nee, 135. 

byconsignory 135. 
detainer of goods for, 106. 

GENERAL SHIP, owner of is a carrier, I. 
GOD, Acteof, 

excuse the carrier, 16. 

must be immediate in their consequences, 18. 
GOODS. See Abandonmenty Average, Freight, 

trover for, when thrown overboard and picked up by another 
vessel, 175. 
HOYMEN, 

liability of, as common carriers, 17. 
HYPOTHECATION, 

of the cargo, 157. 

JETTISON. See Average. 

of goods stowed on deck, 160. 178. 
JEWELS, 

contribute to general average, 177. 
must be inserted in the bill of lading, 47, 48. 
ILLEGAL CONTRACTS, 

never presumed, but must be proved^ 154. 
INDORSEMENT, 

of biU of lading in blank, 82. 

to a particular person, 82. 
by merchant to factor, 55. 
by vendor to vendee, 51. 
transfers property in goods at sea, 52. 
INSURER, 

how far a carrier is liable as, 35. 
in cases of loss or damage, 9. 

mode of valuing goods against an insurer and a carrier, 
178 179. 
INTERMEDIATE Deliveries of Goods, 77. 
where they determine the transit, 96. 
where not, 78. 
INVOICE, when it vests the property in the consignment, 53. 

LADING. See Bill of Lading. 

LIABILITY of the Carrier. SeerStoppage in Transitu* 

from whence it is derived, 9, 10. 

extent of, 9. 

commencement of, 5. 

how varied by a specisd acceptance, 21. 

his negligence, 24. 
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LIABILITY of the Carrier — continued. 
how varied by misfeazance, 27. 

fraud of the bailor, 35. 
concealment of the value of goods, 37. 
where the value of the goods is unknown to him, 41 . 
by water, how limited, 47, 48. 
LIEN, 

origin of, 100. 

of carriers is particular at common law, 100. 
when it may be for a general balance, 101. 
for freight of goods on board, 102. 

is inferred from the terms of the bill of 

lading, 107. 
must be accompanied with the posses- 
sion of the goods, 102. 
is destroyed by parting with the goods, 108. 
cannot be revived by regaining the possession of them, 108. 
continues after the goods are landed at the West India 

Docks, 109. 
for passage money on goods, 148. 

does not extend to a detaining of the 
person, 148. 
LIGHTERS, 

watching of in the river Thames, 93, 94. 
contribution for goods lost in, 162. 
liability of owners thereof for damage to goods in, 16, 17. 
LIMITATION to Liability. See Notices. 

in cases of water carriers to the value of ship and freight, 
47, 48. 
LOSS 

of precious stones by the ship-carrier, 47. 
of goods by fire on ship-boanl, 47. 

on land, 18. 
by inevitable accident, 18. 
act of God, 15. 
the enemies of the king, 1 9. 
ordinary neglect of carriers, 24. 
misfeazance, 27. 
sUght neglect, 29. 

MANDATARY to carry, liable for gross neglect, 7. 
MAJORITY of Part-owners may bind the rest, 121. 
MASTER of Ship may enter into charterparties and bind the 

owners, 120. 
duty of, in signing bills of lading, 133. 
MATE of a Ship, receipt of goods by on the quay, 53, 54. 
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MISFEAZANCE, 
what it is, 27. 
of carrier defeats notice of limitation, 28, 29. 

NOTICES of Limitation to LiabUity, 21. See Liability. 
the different forms of, 22, 23. 
their effect on the liability of the carrier, 24. 
publication of, 31. 

how defeated by the act of carrier or his servants, 25, 26, 

27,28. 
of the owner, 22. 35. 
NEGUGENCE, 

ordinary defeats notices of limitation, 27. 

OWNER of Ship. 

who is, for the purposes of barratry, 112. 

under a charterparty when in possession of ship, 105. 

when not in possession of ship, 104. 
privity of contract between him and proprietors of goods, 
110. 

PARTNERS, all liable for the agreement of one, 30. 
PART OWNERS, 48. 
PASSAGE MONEY, 

when claimed pro ratd^ 149. 
PAYMENT 

of freight, to whom made, under a charterparty, 122. 

bill of lading, 135. 
implied assumpsit for, 1 36. 
of wages dependant on the vessel's earning freight, 125. 
PERILS of the Sea, 20. 45. 
PIRATES, goods seised by, 20. 

contribution in respect of, 162. 
PLATE, to be expressed in the bill of lading, 47, 48. 
PORTERS, liability of coachmasters for parcels delivered by, 

26. 92. 
POSTMASTER GENERAL, not responsible as a carrier, 4. 
POSSESSION 

necessary to exercise a lien, 102. 
transferred by charterparty, 103. 

a change of name on goods in a warehouse, 94. 
PRIMAGE, what it is, 134. 
PRIVATE Person carrying Goods, 8. 
liability of, for hire, 8. 

without hire, 7. 14. 
PRIVITY of Contract between ship-owners and proprietors of 

goods, 110. 
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PRIZE. See Capture. 

PROCEEDS of Sale accepted in lieu of goods, 147. 

PROPERTY 

in goods, how transferred when they are at sea, 51 . 

in ships, how transferred by capture, 126. 

RANSOM, 

prohibited by statute, 173. 

contribution in respect of money paid as, 173. 

fraudulent purchase of ship equivalent to, 21. 
RECAPTURE, 

effect of, in cases of salvage, 163. 

freight pro raid, 142. 
upon the ship's contracts, 143. 
REFUSAL 

to carry, liability for, on tender of freight, 2. 99. 

effect of a refusal to proceed with the voyage, 147, 148. 
REPAIRS of Ship, 

when included in the adjustment of averdge, 164. 

how much made good by a contribution, 167. 
REPORT of a Committee of the House of Commons, 34. 
ROBBERY 

of cargo in the river Thames, 20. 

when carriers by water protected from, 46, 47. 

to what extent carriers by water liable for, 47. 

upon information given by one of the crew, 47, 

SALE of Cargo, by a court of competent jurisdiction, 148. 

upon a petition of the captain by vice-admiralty court 
abroad, 148. 
SALVAGE, in what proportions allowed to king's ships for re- 
capture, 163 
SEA- WORTHINESS implied in the contract of the carrier by 

water, 44. 
SEIZURE, Hostile, not necessarily capture, 126. 
SENTENCE of Condemnation necessary to constitute capture, 

126. 
to transfer property, 126. 
SHIPWRECK, in caae of, 

freight for goods saved from, 149, 150« 
when master may provide another vessel, 150. 
goods saved from, when a subject of general average, 157. 

when not a subject of general average,162. 
SLAVES, 

not the subject of jettison, 160. 
. when wounded or injured by a jettison, 161 . 
contribution for, when saved, 161. 
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STATUTES referred to : 

3 C. 1 . cap. 1. reformatioii of abuies oq the IxMrd's day, 3. 

3 W. & M. c. 12. assessment of rates of carriage^ 3%. 

7 G. 2. c. 15. water carrier's liability, 46. 49. 

21 G. 2. 0.28. assessmentof rates of carriage, 33. 

26 G. 3. c. 86. water carrier's liability, 18. 43. 49. 

39 G. 3. c. 58. the porterage act, 33. 

39 G. 3. c. 69. § 87 & 98. West India Do^s, 109. 

42 G. 3. c. 81. % 6. sending letters in paicds, 154. 

45 G. 3. e. 58. lien, 109. 

45 G. 3. c. 72. § 16, 17, 18. ransom, 173. 

46 G. 3. c. 87. entry of goods with the offioei:s of customs, 

154. 
53 G. 3. c. 159. part-owners of diips, 48, 49. 
6 G. 4. c. 94. the factors' act, 57. 87, 88. 
STOWAGE of Goods on Deck, 160. 

contribution in respect of, when saved, 178. 
STOPPAGE in Transitu, 66. 
origin of, 67. 
how exercised on goods on land, 68, 69. 

on sea, 71. 
Russian law of, 73. 

obtains only between vendor and vendee, 68. 
during the possession of middle-men, 77. 

porters, 92. 
how affected by indorsee's assigning the bill of iading, 

81,82. 
factor's pledging the bill of lading, 87. 
assigning it without a comsider- 
ation, 88. 
determination of before delivery, 86. 

by a competent delivery, 91. 
does not exist when the possession clt the ship is in the 

vendee, 73. 
is at an end, when the goods have been resold by the au- 
thority of the vendor, 89, 90. 
is destroyed by the possession of the consignee, 96. 
by an act eqiuvalent to possession, 94, 95. 
when any act is to be done previous "to delivery, 97. 
duty of the master in respect of, 69. 71 . 
cannot b^ exercised by a person who has only a lien, 108. 

TENDER 

of carriage-price necessary to maintain action for refusal to 

carry, 99. 
recover possession by a stop- 
page in trani^itu, 69. 
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THAMES, custom of the River, 93. 
TRANSIT. See Stoppage in Transitu. 

determination of, 80. 91. 

continuance of, after a part-delivery, 97. 

when extinguished by a part-delivery, 96. 
TROVER, when it lies against the carrier, 75. 

VALUE of Goods, 

effect of concealing it, 35. 37, 38. 

when it exceeds the amount mentioned in the notice of 
limitation, 38. 

WAGES, 

when a subject of general average, 177. 

dependent on the vessel's earning freight, 125. 
WATER Carriers. See Delivery. 

nature of their contract, 93. 

what is a delivery to, 5. 54. 

by, 91. 
WHARF, 

landing of goods upon, when no delivery, 97. 

delivery of goods to mate at, 5. 54. 



THE END. 



London : 

Printed by Littlewood Sx. Co. 

15 1 Old Bailey. 



h 



